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T laſt, after the Space of near 
twelve Months, the Defence of your 
Letter to Dr. Vaterland has ap- 
pear'd in Print: But I make no 

| Exceptions to the length of Time 
which you took, fince I muſt own, that a 
mich longer Time would have paſt before 
[could have prevailed with my ſelf to pub- 
im ſuch a Defence. : 

The Reply, which I formerly made to your 
Letter, charged it with containing many Falſe- 
hdg both in the Quotations and Hiſtorical Facts, 
tj which you endeavoured to weaken the Authority 
F Moſes. To prove this Charge I produced 
fifteen Quotations and two Hiſtorical Facts as 
alſely reported by you: To each of theſe you 
ve anſwered diſtinctly, denying the Accuſa- 
ton to be well grounded in any Inſtance, ex- 
cept one, to which you have pleaded Guilty. 
But I inſiſt, Sir, upon it, that there is nothing 
nſhly. advanced againſt you in my Reply to 
jour Letter; and if in the following Sheets 1 
@ not clearly ſhew, that, notwithſtanding = | 
A 2 the 


B — 141 
the Skill of your Defence, every ſingle Inſtz: 
of, Falſchood charged W is rp — 
if I do not ſhew that the new Quotatior 
which you have produced in the courſe , 
your Defence, are commonly of the ſame Stam 
with the former; if I do not ſhew that 50 
generally miſrepreſent the very Words 9 
my Reply, and then form an Anſwer to wh; 
I never ſaid or intended, I am content to pa 
for as low a Creature in Learning and Reaſon 
ing, as you (in Aid of your Arguments) hay 
all along endeayoured to repreſent me. 
Whether the Cauſe, which you alledge fo 
your uſing me with ſuch Severity of Exp 
fron, be a well-grounded one, I muſt feat 
to the Reader; all that I ſhall ſay upon th 
matter is, that you have miſtaken my Me; 
ing Here as elſewhere, and have acted in Re 
ſentment of only a fancied Injury: But I inte 
to make no Return, except of Reaſon and A 
gument; having ſeen too plain Proof in Yo 
that Men writing in the extreme Heat « 
Anger, like Men working in the extreme He 
of the Sun, ſpend themſelves rather than d 
patch Buſineſs. 5 
What I had chiefly in view when I wrot 
my Reply, was the vindicating the Authori 
of Moſes; and it is a Point of ſuch Importand 
to Chriſtianity that it will excuſe my troublin 
the World with another Reply: It ſeeme 
to me to be attack'd in your Letter, and 
have more Reaſon from reading your Defend 
to think that my Opinion was well groundet 
In my firſt Reply I chiefly endeavoured ( 
ſhew, that many of the Quotations and Fa 
which you had alledged for that purpoſe, wel 
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ane 
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er from proving your Point, fo far from 
ng fairly argued from, that they were not 
nuch as fairly repreſented. This was my 
neſs then; but ſince your Defence goes 


tam tber, and explains your Sentiments upon 


G Jol 
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Wha 
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hay 
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ie Points of Importance more fully, I am 
ling to examine at large what you offer 
mm theſe two Queſtions, Whether Moſes's 
unt of the Creation and Fall of Man is to 
werfood literally or not; and Mhether the Reli- 
an Laws, which he delivered to the Jews, 
Divine Origin and Auhority. This, Sir, 
be the main Buſineſs of the following 
rs; but I think it neceſſary firſt to make 


lead the Charge which I brought againſt you 
n i fille Quotations, and let the Reader be 
Me: acquainted with you, before he hears you 
a Re 


intent Points of Inquiry. 
1d A 
1 Yo 
[eat 


e He: 


an di 


wrot 
athoril 
ortand 
zublin 


er quoting and reaſoning on thoſe impor- 


ſhe general Method, which you have taken 
ny Objections in your Defence, is very 
nordinary: One while you repreſent me as 
lating the Paſſages in Diſpute too verbally, 
teas your Happineſs is to catch the true Sen- 
of the Author. And this Charge I am 
nt to acknowledge very readily : The very 
Words, which you bring as a Proof of 
tyou aſſert, I examine and ſhew to be no 
. Is it any proper Anſwer after that to 


ſeeme e, that you do not ſtand upon Gramma- 
aud Niceties, but expreſs the Senſe and 
Jefenii of the Author? Is not this, to change 
2unde fixed and viſible Mark for a wide 


ited t 
J Fa 
e, we 


certain one, where the Reader's Eye 
alily loſe it ſelf? At other times, 
you are charged with falſe Quotations, 


you 


[6] 

| raiſe a mighty Outcry againſt Pran 
= Syſtems, againſt fi, and ee 7 1 
vines, and repreſent me as one that vou 
Hinder all free Inquiries after Truth; a ( 
plaint which you have juſt as much Ri 
to make, as the Man, whois taken up for g 
ing away counterfeit Money, has to comp 
that ſuch Uſage tends to diſturb the Ty 
of Trade and Commerce, 

By way of Prelude to the Vindication of y 
Quotations, (a) you make three ſlight Oö 
tions to as many Particulars in the Introduſ 
to my Reply. They are ſo light, that! 
content to let the firſt and the third of th 
paſs without Anſwer, tho* you take Occali 
from thence to charge me with Inſincer 
To the ſecond, which ſeems moſt material 
would offer a few Words. that the Reader n 
ſee how you ſet out, and what a Defence 
is likely to expect from you, I had faid 
in your Letter you had hardly made one Ori 
Quotation of an Author in his true beute, 
to this you reply, that out of about eighty 9 
rations I pretend to criticize but fifteen. I. 
this, Sir, juſt in the Spirit of your Letter 
not this -Miſrepreſentation again? Don 
plainly ſpeak of Original Quotations, 
don't you ſpeak of Quotations in gene 
There may be eighty of that Sort in your! 
Letter: I ſo little liked what I had exam 7 
that I had no great Deſire to look into . 
of them. But the Truth is (as my Title. 
ſet forth) that I meant to diſpute with Jo 


? 
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(a) Def. Pag. 6, 7. 


2 

x crtions, but ſuch as tended to weaken the 
n ity -0 Mofes's and even of thoſe, F con- 
nd my felf with none but ſuch as were Ori- 
1 ones: What you took at fecond hand 


1 15 | 3 — 2 "A 

= other Authors I never meant to charge 
for s | Sith: If they are falſe, I knew that thoſeAu- 
A were chicfly anfwerable for the Falfchood | 


them. Deduct from the Number of eigh 
\ of h as are not Original Quotations, with ſuc 
0 no ways affect the Authority of Moſes, and F 


1 Ob Wl undertake ftill to prove that in your Letter 
ar 1 bare hardly made one Original Quotation of 


Author in his true Senſe. | 


$ 1 Bat I come to the Particulars of my Charge y 
Joe dur Defence of them. 5 


I. II. 


Ind objected to you that in quoting two 


0 ages out of Cicero de Nat. Deor. I. 3. C. 31, 38. 
1% d falſely . e ee. icero's 
by WEnimcar, fince the Speaker there is Cotta, and 
n, who was preſent at the Difputation con- 
ett at breaking it up, rhat the Argument, 
Don ch Balbus held againft Cotta, ſeemed: to him 
ons, ore probable of ide two; and even Cotta 
ge nſelf, after all, confeſſes that what he had faid 
our dot his real Opinion but for Argument's ſake, 


exam that he certainly knew that Balbus contd con- 
bin. This was the Subſtance of my Ob- 
Title on to your two Quotations z and now, what 
th 50 that you fay in your Defence ? Why (a) 

you tet us that Cicero being an Academic 
well as Cotta, if there be any thing in that 
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1, = 
Whole Dialogue which can be called Cicero ww 
more peculiarly and properly than the reſt, it iii 
very Part and Character aſſign d to Cotta, By 

unde petitum hoc in me jacis ? Is not this Weary 
borrowed from the Author of the Diſcour ; 
Free-thinking, who formerly received ſuch I 

ſtruction and Chaſtiſement on this very Ari 
cle from Phileleutherus Lipfienſis, that I new 
expected to meet any one fer the future 
ventureſome as to aſſert that Cicero's true Sent 
ments are to be found under the Character 


his Academic Speakers. You allow me to ſaid 
but little acquainted with Cicero's Dial Wi" the 
Chooſe therefore to refer you for 45 de; f 


Information in this Point to that lean 
Writer, Part II. p. 78. Cicero's true Sent 
ments are to be found in his Offices, in h 
Tuſculan Diſputations and other Pieces of hi 
where he dogmatizes and delivers his Opinia 
of things; but not in his Dialogues, unleſs (a 
the Caſe before us) when, the Diſpute bei 
ended, he declares on one ſide of the Queſtia 
And fince he has done this, will you preten 
Sir, to argue from his being an Academic, tt 
be muſt have held the very reverſe of the 
Sentiments, in Favour of which he ſo opet 
pronounces ? 
What you add, looks as if it was drawn out 
the ſame Quiyer with the other; for you 
tell us that Cicero in his ſecond Book de Di 50 
. where he diſputes in his own Perſon, takts 
ſame fide and uſes the 22 Arguments which 
| "had put here into the Mouth of Cotta, 10 nj 
the Opinion of the Stoics about Religion an 
vination. How are we to underſtand you he 


(a) Def. Pag. 9. | | g | N 


[9] 

ot ſorely as if it was Cotta in the third Book 
the Nature of the Gods, that endeavour'd 20 con- 
» the Opinion of the Stoics about Religion and 
"nation, ſince Cicero himſelf giving a Rea- 
| for his writing the two Books of Divina- 
u, (a) ſays that he had omitted that Point 
bs. three Books of the Nature of the Gods. You 
of mean therefore (as the turn of the Sen- 
re ſeems to require) that Cicero in his ſecond 
ok of Divination argues againſt Religion as 
as Divination. This is implied in what 
v ſaid before of his rating the ſame fide and 
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4 g the ſame Arguments here, which Cotta did 
nh re; for Cotta plainly diſputed there againſt 
learn in, and you would infinuate that Cicero 


ſo in this Book: But that this is directly 
will appear from Czcero's own Words 
of e: When he had been diſputing againſt Di- 
wen or the Art of conjecturing about 
ps future, to prevent all Miſtakes about 
e den matter (though it ſeems he could not 
It) and to ſhew that he had not been diſ- 
Ing againſt Religion, he puts in his Caveat - 
this Effect in the laft Chapter: /) am very 
of cad to have this underſtood aright, that to take 
oper Superſtition is not to take away Religion: 
6 wiſe Man will be for preſerving all the ſa- 
n out Kites and Ceremonies eftabliſhed by our An- 
; and the Frame of the Univerſe obliges us 
Din v that there is an eternal Being of great Ex- 


2 — — — — 8 — 


4 F hs ns 4 


q conf Vd pretermiſſum eſt in illis libris, credo, quia com- 

Wy; 5 arbitratas es ſeparatim id quaeri, deque eo diſſeri, id 
4 % Divinatione, &c. de Divin. lib. 1. cap. 5. 
u he J Nec vero (id enim diligenter intelligi volo) ſuperſtitione 
4 religio tollend a, &c. — 


N B 5 eellency, 


 eellency, &c. Wherefore as. Religion, which hy 


Be loo d upon as a Compliment to Brutus, 10 ul 


101 
eloſe Union with the Knowledge of Nature, ou 
to be propagated ; ſo Superſtition, &c. What 
Miſrepreſentation if this be not? _ 
The better to reconcile what you haye þ 
therto faid of Cicero's Sentiments with his « 

reſs Declaration to the contrary z you hy 
in p. Io. changed Cicero's Words, the wy 
probable inſtead of ſomewhat the more projujl 
this ſounds ſofter, and prepares the Read 
ro admit of your farther Anſwer to my ( 
jection, which is, that when Cicero pronoun: © 
in favour of the Staics Opinion, it may # 


the Book is addreſs'd, and who was bini nent 
Stoic: In ſupport of this fancied Com n. 
ment you diſcover Cicero elſewhere, as a e:! 
ing the Philoſophy which Brutus followed, 1 = 
e beſt, De Fin. I. 3. c. 2. Strange that you ſho 1 
repreſent Cicero as complimenting with þ 1 i. 
Infincerity ! For if according to you, Ct ty 
ſide of the Queſtion contained Cicero's real 
timents, it muſt be ſomething more tha 7 
Compliment in him, to tell Brutus that 
thought the Sroics fide was the more pri thing: 
of the two. The Truth of the Caſe is t 
that an Academic in virtue of his Clam; mor 
never pronouncing any thing as Certain, | 
Probable only, confined himſelf within he 2 
Bounds, but hunted in the Fields of every 0 
Philoſophy : What he found among the! ent 
paretics to his liking he took at his Plea . cer 
and the ſame Liberty he claim'd among the d 
and others. Cicero particularly is obſerve 
have made many of the Stoics Notions 
own; in his Offices he follows them an Def. ; 


$51 mg 
Paradores; and why might he not by 
fame Rule follow them in their Sentiments 
out the Nature of the Gods? Nay, why might 
not call theirs the bef# kind of Philoſophy ? 
was not inconſiſtent with his being an Aca- 

jc; for the Academics had no peculiar and 
ſtinguiſhing Notions about. theſe things; 
ir Badge was to pronounce nothing certain, 


provid while they kept to that, they were at li- 
Ney to prefer one Philoſophy betore another. 
my Thus far you and I have debated about Ci- 
noun; Opinion: But I had gone farther in my 


may 4 


f ply and produced Cotta himſelf declaring 
to wh 


ter all, that what he had ſaid was for Ar- 


Dime nent's fake only, and not even his real Opi- 
Conn. This you call a betraying of my Igno- 
as ale: How Why, becauſe Cotta was an Aca- 
ed, 108i, and (a) therefore, tho” agreeably to the 
uno iiples of his Sect, he might wiſh to be con- 
ich (08; i. e. 70 have ſome greater Degree of Pro- 

» Cory offered to him than what he had before 
eal Weſced in; yet muſt he be ſuppos'd in the mean 
chal; 7 approve the Sentiments he had been a= 
that Min, as the moſt probable. How the face 


. things may be changed ! Tho' ' he might 
b (lay you) to be confuted ; but Cotta 
more than this in thoſe Words of his, 
nile me 2 te vinci poſſe, certd ſcio. You add 
ut he muſt have approved the Sentiments he had 
* oferting, as the moſt probable ; but how is this 
nüſtent with the Declaration of his knowing 
certain that Balbus could confute him? 


how is it conſiſtent with what you ſaid 


= 43-4 * . * 


0 Def. Pag. 10. | 
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5 L121 
before concerning Cicero, that his trut Sen; 
ments are to be found in the Part aſſign d 
Cotta; for then (in your way of rea ning 
Ciceros approving of Baibus's fide in 1 
Queſtion as the more probable, and Cotia's an 
proving of his own {ide as the /t probablt, 2 
the ſame thing. Too great a Contradidi 
to be father'd upon ſo judicious Aa Writer 


Cicero. 


hence 
IG 
law's 
aye U. 
I Cich 
ime V 
nn bi 
id aft 
ut is 
ero fi 
| ant C 
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There 


II. 


Vour Letter repreſented Cicero as ſaying 
that it is the common Opinion of all Philoſophy 
that the Deity can neither be angry nor hurt q 


body. To this I replied that Cicero puts th ie 2g 
Words into the Mouth of an Objector, ¶ im ce 
that therefore they are falſely quoted for (to (it 
cero's Sentiments. This you cannot deny, it yo 
yet you care not to own. To make a 8 
of anſwering me, you ask (a) H/bether 4 N 
is lefs true for being propoſed as an Objeftion? I. 
Fact may not be leſs true for that, bu obje 
is certainly leſs true that theſe Words conti Need fre 
Cicero's real Opinion: But you add, 'tis prpeni 
it feems, in Cicero as an Objeftion, and "tis i ipeal 
jut ſo in my Letter. Can you be ſerious, lg 
in meaning that we ſhould take this for a cludec 
fence of your Quotation? Was not the Def 2 
of your quoting this and other Paſſages fr acta 


Cicero, expreſly pronounced in your Len 
P- 18. to be that we might know what ve 
his Sentiments declared in ſome Caſes, that fre 


(4) Def. Pag. 11. 


then 


{131 
tence we might be inform d what unprejudiced 
ſon would determine upon the literal Hiſtory of 
% Fall?, Have You forgot, or would you 
ave us forget that you appeal to the Authority 
Giro? And would you now try to lay the 
ine Weight upon the Authority, not of Ci- 
1m, but of an Objector whom he mentions, 
d afterwards replies to? The Paſſage ſtands 
ſeed in your Letter as an Objection to Dr. . 
ut is not mentioned as an Objection in 
iro from whom you take it; and it is the 
far of that which makes it a falſe Quota- 
on, ſuch as will ever be an Objection to your 
ner. | 9 8 
There are ſome other ſlight Cavils, which you 

& againſt my Reply upon this Article; but 
im content to leave them to the Reader, 
ho (it is hoped) will compare my Words 
ih your Repreſentation of them. 


IV. 


[ objeted to a Paſſage which you had pro- 
ed from Cicero de Divin. I. 2. c. 68. about 
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'tis i erpent's appearing to Alexander in a Dream 
"tis A ſpeaking to him. You had ſaid that Ci- 
us, laughed at the Story; and from thence you 
bra cluded that he would have laughed much 
t at the literal Story in Geneſis, of a Ser- 


actually ſpeaking and reaſoning. To this I 

ped, that Cicero does not appear to have 

cd at that Story of Alexander's Serpent; 

he was ſo far from doing ſo, that he did 

t actually disbelieve the Story; he ſays, it 

be zrue that Alexander dreamed ſo. 8 | 
; you 


[14] 
you tell me (a) that what Cicero ridiculed, wi 
not ſo much the Extravagance of a Dream, 4 
the pretended miraculous Effect of it, and 1 
fooliſh Credulity of thoſe who look on ſuch Drean 
as ſent from God. Is not this altering thy 
Queſtion? Is all this included in your ſayin 
that he laughed at the Story? Have you a wor 
in your Letter about any Effects of the Dream 
And is ſuch an Addition conſiſtent with yo 
Application of this Story to that of Miſy 
By no means; but, it ſeems, this is one wa 
yy avoiding the Charge of a falſe Quotatia 
If this will not do, you 7//# upon it with 
that Cicero laughs too at the Fancy of a $ 
pent's ſpeaking, &c. But I inſiſt upon it inn 
turn that he does not, and I give this Reaſ 
for it, he ſays, poteſt eſſe verum, it may be tru 
whereas you i»/;/ft upon it without aſſigni 
a Reaſon, and come under the Deſcripti 
which Cicero gives of ſame in his Days, 
gent ruſticꝰ ſane; negant enim poſſe, & in 
perſtant. De Offic. I. 3. c. 9. 
By the way permit me to give the Rex 
one Inſtance how happily you have chang 
Y Words, in order to make me the Sub 
of ſome of your ingenious Railery. | 
ſaid that, notwithſtanding what Cicero ſpe: 
in the Paſſage under Conſideration, he my 
have believed the literal Story of Moſes's 8 
pent. But here you ſhew your Dexterity at 
ting again, and repreſent me, p. 12. 4s | 
ing, that he muſt needs have believed it. 
theſe two Expreſſions the ſame? Let us tt) 


orning 
lations 
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.(a) Def. pag. 12. 


| [ 15] 
n your ſelf: If inſtead of ſay ing that you 
lt have known this to be a falſe Citation, 
ould ſay that you muſt needs have known it 
\ be oz would not you look upon me, Sir, 


ty 4 


d th 


har doing you a great piece of Injuſtice? 
ayin | 


V. 


wort 


can The next Quotation which I examin'd was 
1 yo That you -drew from Joſephus againſt pion, 
** 1 c. 13, where to ſtrengthen your Suſpicion 


hat Circumciſion was derived to the Jews from 
te Egyptians, you repreſent him as ſaying, 
at the Eg yptians are all Circumciſed z in An- 
yer to this I ſhew'd from the expreſs Words 
that Paſſage, that only the Prieſts of Eg ypt 
there ſaid to be ALL of them circumciſed. 
bat is it that you do on this Occaſion? Why, 
u grew warm, and with many angry Re- 
waches you repreſent me as 4 Pretender to 
ning, as a Dealer in Scraps and marginal 
iotions, as fighting in the Dark, beating the 
Ir, bruifing my Knuckles againſt Poſis, and you 
raten to ſhew all this before you have done 
ith me. But it is certainly no good Sign, 
den a Writer flies out into a Paſſion, eſpe- 
ully ſo early in the Controverſy. Your Be- 


tation 
with 


0 peur puts me in mind of a Story which 
he Locke us'd to tell. A Friend of his at 
ſes's Mrcht having been preſent at a Theſis pub- 
Ly a 1 maintain'd there in Latin, and telling 
5 bo Locte where he had been that Morning, 


Ir, Locke ask'd him, what He could learn 
fre, when he did not underſtand one Word 
latin; Enough (ſays the Gentleman) to know 
Matters went; and 1 plainly ſaw that the 


Profeſſor 
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© Profaſſin bad thei w of it} beraufs: by jy 
very ſoon to be e | : 


Hut to our purpoſe; what is it that yy 
reply. to the Charge of falſely quoting? 
vou deny it? No: Do you own itꝰ No: 4 
that you ſay on this head is, that Joſeph My 
be underſtood of @ peculiar Obligation or abſi 
Neceſſity, which the Prieſts were under to ly ; 
- enmtiſed above all other Men. p. 22. but befy 
he may be underſtood thus, ſome ' mater 
Mords mußt be added to the Sentence, whi 
aro now wanting; and this would in ef 
again amount to a falſe Quotation 
The Subftance of your Defence on tlis 
2 is _ _ 2 off from t 
Qharge brought again you, by endeavoutt 
to — three things, That the ERH 
People in general were eintumoiſety That ) 
pbus under ſtood Herodotus! in that” very' Sml 
and that Circumci ſiom was: uſed: for the: ſake 
outward. Cleanlineſs. Now ſuppoſe yon cn 
F 
of falſely quoting” Joſephurs Wo 
be — croalkal? Ne — 2 leaſt: B 
dropping the proper Queſtion, you choſe 
ther to dazzle your Readers with a' Shew 
As to the firſt of theſe Points, whether 
Eg yptians in general were circumciſed, it 
no very material Inquiry; I ſhall leave it the 
fore in your hands or rather in Calmet's, it 
whom you borrow'd what you offer in 
Affirmative, and from whom you might | 
borrowid more for the Negative fide of 
Queſtion. 


"9 
Nor is the third Point of much Importance, 
ether the Eg yptians <circumciſed Gr Clean- 
ſr, as you interpret Herodotus's Word, or for 
ity as I thought it fignified: Yet ſo much 
ay be ſaid on this Occaſion, that what you 
ill a Blunder of mine, is what you fall into 
abſol ur ſelf, even while you are reproaching me 
| be ith it; for you ſuppoſe Circumciſion among 
V0. Eoyptians to have been confidered as a re- 
mate, 7%, p. 22; which Suppoſition (if not 
x WO: very ſame with mine, yet) comes much 
m coor to my Notion of Purity than to Yours 
|, cCuanliaeſs being intended by it. But it is 
this a ome Importance-to me, that you repreſent 
ON i p. 24. as ſayingthat Circumciſion was given 
VOUS + Jews for the ſake of Purity; when I on- 
£3 108 intimated that they thought it a Mark and 
wiem of Parity, reckoning all uncircumciſed 
to be impure and unclean, p. 16. This No- 
b ſal n the Jews certainly had, and it was not 
u cogonfiſtent with their receiving Circumci on 
ould 1, Sign and Seal of a Covenant between Cd 
[bis People; juſt as Baptiſm among Chriſti» 
isa Sign and Seal of a new Covenant, and 
es at the ſame time an Emblem of the Pu- 
Shev , which thoſe ought to have, who enter 
char Covenant. What Occaſion was 
ther r then to charge me on this head, as be- 
ed, IS ine acquainted with Soriptural and Jewiſb 
it ten? Why was your Reader called upon to 
] a proper Reflection, and invited to take a 
Tr r of your Prejudice, that your Defence 
ght Vit be Read with the ſame Spirit with 
Ich it was Written? 
but to the ſecond of thoſe Points I have 
thing more material to object. Your Aſ- 
C N 


. « "i — ' — — 


[ 18] 
ſertion is this; Fo/ephus . under ſtood Herod 
to mean that the Egyptians in general were d 
cumciſed. But all that Fo/ephus in this paſſu 
aſcribes to Herodotus, is the ſaying that th 
Eg yptians taught other People the uſe of Circun 
En. And how does this prove that the E 2 
in general were circumciſed? Is not — de 
tence equally true, if their Prieſts only wi 
circumciſed? How then can this ſhew, ü 
Joſephus underſtood the Words in your 8 
of them? Joſephus 3 Herodotus, only u 
on the Article of the Eg yptians having taug 
other People to be circumciſed s not for 
Teſtimony of His, that he wanted about 
Eg yptians uſing Circumciſion : That Point 
knew as well as his Author, having been 
in Egypt himſelf; and having ſeen what y 
practiſed there. And that the EHI 
general were not circumciſed, * ſtrot 
ly inferr'd from the very next Paſſage ta th 
from whence you draw the contrary Opini 
and impure it to Joſepbus; for there when 
is giving an Account of the Death of 4% 
who was (b) à true and original Eg yptian, 
ſays that at laſt (c) he was forced 10 be cin 
ciſed upon account of a Diftemper which be | 


and of which he died: So that Apion was no: ¶ Na pro- 
cumciſed before, nor would have been ſo ti aber 

if Neceſſity had not compelled him. le Y 

may ſuffice to ſhew both that the Egyptia N ever 


general did not practiſe this Rite, and 


| Foſepbus knew very well they did not. IA Ci 
. : t this 
N 561A oy e . otns 
(4) Contra Apion, l. 1. c. 9. (b) Ib. l. 2. e. 3. cs 


(% l. e, his, 8 & gh a0 


[19] 

wy add, that Joſephus repreſents Circumci- 
as given to Abrabam, that his Poſterity 
t not be mix d with other Nations. Antiqu. 
. 10. . , 

We may ſee that you have as ill Luck as 
er at Quotations by what you have added 
a this Occaſion, p. 22. Yhere Joſephus (ſay 


ircun 
0 tic 
the 80 


ly ve a) appeals fo Herodotus for affirming the E- 
w, M ptians 10 be Authors of Circumcifion to all 
ur Sen ber People and even to the Jews, he makes no 
only r Refiexion upon it, than that, of ſuch things 
tour) ons may ſay what be thinks fit. 
or This, Sir, 1 ſhall ſhew to be a moſt falſe 
out . preſentation of the Matter: You refer to Ja- 
Point rs Antiq. 1.8. c. 10. Sect. 3. where the Caſe 


been 
yhat 9 
tian 
> {trot 


his. That Hiſtorian having given an Ac- 
ut of $hiſhac's oyer-running Fudæa in Re- 
un's Reign, and plundring the City and 
ple of Jeruſalem, ſays that Herodotus men- 
ws this Event in his Hiſtory; for he ſpeaks 
j he) of an Egyptian King as having ſub- 
1 S112 Palæſtina. And to ſhew that Herodo- 
meant Zudea by that Name, Joſephus quotes 
ther Shape of the ſame Author, where 


ptian, | 
ays that the Syrians in Paleſtine confeſs they 


dir 


r corned Circumciſion from the Egyptians : 
1s not ils proves the Point (ſays Joſephus) becauſe 
ſo ther Syrians in Palefline are circumciſed 
n. the Jews: And then he adds, but of ſuch 
Y ptian every one may ſay, what he thinks fit : i. e: 
and bout the. Queſtion; Whether the Jews 
t. Id Circumcifion from the Eg yptians ; but 


it this Queſtion, Whether that Paſſage in 
uus confirmed the Scriptural Account of 
dcs over-running Judæa and plundring 
lity and Temple 7 Feruſalem. Here _ 

, 1 9 


r . 4 Ak. 
8 — : — 
= — 
F ——  __  —— — 2 


ference which you have drawn from it, | 


other Nations. Here I reminded you that 
* Yodotus ſays (a) from thoſe of ALL other Nati 
you left out, was a material' Word, bec 


me, that you only meant to draw this 


re. #7, 


Ty. 
is another Inſtance of groſs Miſrepreſentatio 
even while you are endeavouring to clear ya 
ſelf from the Charge of it: How hard it 
to get rid of a bad Habit! J 


VI. 


The next Point in Diſpute between us 
the Senſe of Joſephus in that Paſſage agil 
Apion, where he is ſpeaking of Moſes and 
other ancient Lawgivers : But this, by the 


ing made a Point of very great Importance 
ſhall refer what I have to ſay on that Arti 
to the latter end of this Reply, where it 
meet with a diſtinct and full Examination, 


VII. 


Io prove that many Cuſtoms and Conſtituin tio: 
the Jewiſh Law were evidently deriv'd fin 
Egyptian Source, you bring (p. 46.) a Pali. ! 
from Herodotus to this purpoſe, that the gl, * 
tians are governed by Laws and Cufrom Wi * | 
culiar to themſelves, and different from thiW;c,... 


mcile 


I aw that this Quotation of yours was bro 
to ſhew how in Fact many Cuſtoms of the Jt 
Law were borrowed from the Eg) ptian, 
therefore I argued that the Word ALL, wi 


it inferr'd that the Jews had no Cuſtom 
Laws reſembling Theirs. But now you 


ference, That as the Egyptians affected a 


I 22 

One ef thoſe Inſtances is this; In p. 4. 30 
quote Herodotus as ſaying that the g Ptiar 
were more additied to Prodigles and Miracls 1, 
40 other People. 1 obje&ed to this Quotaty 
becauſe the Words and Miracles are not in i 
Original, and becauſe rien la there cannot ig 
nify Miracles, but Prodigies only {ſuch | 
monſttous Births, unnatural Copulations, 9; 
as the next Words of Herodotus they, (0 
(ſuys he) when. Prodigy happens, they fe 
a write down the Event; atid, if aftermy 
any thing happens like that Prodig 1, they 
clude that the Event will he the fame, To th 
you reply that riecſla does ſometimes he 
Miracles. I grant it: but it cannot poſſb 
do ſo here, and you yourſelf do not dire 
fay it does. Only you hint as F rhe Sinten 
which you grated, was compleat in its felf, | 
tauſt in all ow? Editions it is diſtinguiſhed 9 
fault Stop. But if that is Fact, any one muſt 
that they are all wrong, becauſe the ne 
Words for:. when 4- ane e happens, Kc. ; 
_ plainly a Reaſon given for what preced 
them. And the ſame Word Tigala being u 
in the laſt part of the Sentence, its undoubt 
Meaning there muſt determine its Meaning 
the former part. 1 
But you tnake a ſecond little Effort to ſhe 
that viell may ſignify Mirucles hete; 
giving a new Senſe to av?) which you 
Plain By contrived, iwvented, or found aut: 


OY 9 un ty a 2 — we 


: 


(a) J. 2. Ce 22. 
ö 5 ne 


_—_ 5 
ow your Editions were good Authority, and 
ere, it ſeerns, they are none, for you have found 
cnſe of this Word contrary to Theirs: But 

ut is not the worſt of it: it is contrary to the 
{of Herodatus's Meaning; he ſays, yu phys 18 
when a Prodigy happen d. Can that be (aid to 
pen, Which is the Effect of Gontrivance ? 


ot Cod what could induce the Eg yptians to ob- 
ich Wire and write down the Event of à Miracle 
„och was only invented and contrived ? It would 
10 Wire been well, if you had allowed fewer Mi- 
ee the £g791ians and more to Moſes. 


IX. : | ; 

your next Quotation from Herodotus, your 
um repreſents him as ſaying that zhe 1 715 
ts had one High Prieſt as well as an Heredi- 


uf hm Prieſthood deſcending from Father to Son. 
: ich you offer as one Inſtance of a Jewi 
ſelf, n derived from the Egyptian Source. I 

ed by Wd to this Quotation as giving a falſe Ac- 


nt of the Matter. The Words of Hero- 
rare theſe, (a) Every Cod has ſeveral Prieſts, 
if. which (ſeveral Prieſts of every God) is 
| High Prieff, which pou imply that 
muſt have been more High Priefts in 
n than One, as there were more Gods 


aning Whipped there than one; they ww | 
bo perhaps in number, as the Nomes and Gods 

to hihipped in thoſe Nomes were: What fays 

ere; Defence to this? Why, firſt you twice 


aye the Expreſſion one High Prieſt into an 
Prieſt, as if you meant to make the Reader 
bt that the Queſtion here between us 


J 2. 0. 37. 9 5 Es : 
8 was 


8-1 
* 


| 1 
was, Whether the Egyptians had an b PM 
| Gere Taffirmed that they bad free, h 1 7 

- Whether they had One over the whole Nati 
which was what your Quotation implied, x 


6 | 67 
which I ſhew'd to be contrary to the Mu. 


| ha, ad .. -*y 
Next you pretend that your Endeavour v 
only to prove a Similitude of Cuſtom, not 
Identity or abſolute Uniformity in all Points q 
Circumſtances But whatever you endeavou 
to prove, you quoted Herodotus for a differ 
Meaning from his true one: And if you | 
quoted him right, the Reader might have { 
that it was not ſo likely for the Cuſton, 
having one national High Prieſt, to have b 
borrowed by the Fews ( if borrowed at 
from the Eg yptians, as from other Nati 
where we know for a certain that there 
ſuch an Eſtabliſhment, though perhaps not 
Egypt. This, Sir, is the Meaning of what! 
inp. 2zF. and ſhall leave it to the Reader to ju 
whether the Aſſertion was ſo /illy an one, 
merit the Laughter of every Man of Senſe. p. 
In the laſt Place you attempt to.ſhew ! 
your Senſe of Herodotus is very clear i 
other Paſſages of his Hiſtory z you refer to 
of them: But if you. can prove the I 
from other Paſſages, the Reader will rem 
ber that it cannot be proved from that wi 
I objected to as proving the very con 
This by the by; Let us now ſee what 
Proof of yours will produce. You alk 
from Herod. l. 2: c. 143. that each High 
provided a Statue for himſelf z and that the F 
ſbew'd Herodotus, in a large Room or Tg 
341 (it ſhould be 347) Statues, the ima; 


Fr - 


cha . 

9 71 7 70 WY Pr n the A r, of th | fron 
/Natio 5 8 and 75; Rs: fo be Equal. 
a: 3 you make al r there being one High | 
2 ae hep the Paſſage is 

_ - Wir conſider F ain that nothing can 
* 2 dec a om it: 15 7 751 5 Gol | 
ies euerah Hrieſts in one of Thich au 
as. ee eee 4 ſaid ) 957 


were. the Prieſts of Jupiter at Thebes, which 


leavou 
di jd. Herodotus, theſe Statues, © the High 
— in che Temple of that ay nd chan: 
bay 1 1 b Yhaly char the Bligh Priefts, 
ſtom, Nented iy 8 were We Hig h 
ave over all but ſuch as, reficed 


nee belong 115 55 


| *  Prieft a 
he. former P 


of Jae. 
this latter one pak 


here a . 
ps nol ee SPRAY with Thar, 
he Char rae Quotatianuater chis Ag 


"ne | 
aſe. up! „p. ang hack of the Fact, but nat 
hew I latention; how nee L haye taten fnom 
ear f \Bgyprian Cope. 36 you think your ſelf obliged 


fer to ce if mitiii angtber,. viz, the Laws. abaut 
he n clean and; unclean: which (as you ſay) 
| rem Cotelerius alas ia have. heen taken gro- 
at wi fon the Nractic of Egypt. But you might 
cont Sir, that others, as learned Men, have 
what en that this Diſtinstion of Claan and Un- 


u 4 fnimals: { which implies Laws about them) 
ligh N ᷑revious to the Flood, and that there is n6 
eo ſend the Jus to Egan for the bar- 


ug this Cuſtom; You may ſee this Mat- 
bore at large in e s Congce. 905 


vol. 


Mu a+ 
n 


Ne” 55 2 . 
| * 2 a 1 
— PY a a 4 F . . 
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We come to the laſt of the Quotit 
which you made from Herodotus, to proyet 
in Fact many Jewiſh Cuſtoms were den 
from the Egyptians: you repreſent him u 
ing that the Eg yptians abhorred Swines N 
impure and abominable. This I allow tg 
ſo far true, that he ſays 25e Egyptians een 
Hog to be an impure Beaf Is this the ſame 
p. FL. you call it the ſame) with allowing 
you delivered the true Senſe of Herodotus? 
not neceſſary, that they who reckoned an Hy 
impure Beaſt, ſhould therefore abominate! 
— Fleſh of it, which it is plain the Ag 
not? for Herodotus adds (and you, to haveg 
your Quotation a fair one, ſhould have ad 
that the Egyptians had Stwineberds amo 

5 8 Swine, and even cat of the Fleſh 
Theſe three Circumſtances you dropped 
I objected that this was Partiality in. 
This you call my aſual Aruteneſi, and n 
| ſent yourſelf as not bound to ſbew in all Þ 
an Identity of Cuſtom. ' But have you pr 
this Identity of Cuſtom in any one Point? 
the Eg yptians be ſaid to have abhorred $1 
. = Fleſh, when they oat it at their moſt Ne 
_ ous Feaſts? Did the Zews doi any thing 
This at either their Publick or Private Me 
Where is the Reſemblance then? And 
could the Egyptian Notion of the Imp 
of Swine be the ſame with that of the: 7? 
All this while, Sir, you have taken 
notice of that remarkable Paſſage whic 
| | OG, qu 


7 
” 


„ 
pied from Mr. SÞucford's Connect. Vol. I. 
[:17. in theſe Words, There is one. Obſerva= 
„ wbich as far as I have had Opportunity to 
Wy it, will fully anſwer every Particular that 
Spencer has offer d, and that is this; He is 
i produce no one Ceremony or Uſage praftiſed 
bin the pag of Abraham or Moſes, and 
that of the Heathen Nations, but that it may 
raved that it was uſed by Abraham or Mo- 
& or by ſome of the true Worſbippers of God 
tier than by any of the Heathen Nations. As 
tle regard you have paid to a Paſſage which 
tired from Joſephus, and which is very de- 
ye againſt your ſuppos'd Reſemblance of 
& 7-01/þ and Eg yptian Religious Cuſtoms; 
Words I will give you once more, He 
Ages this as one Reaſon why the Eg gptians 
Ithe Jews ſo much, viz. the great Difference 
We Rel;gions of the two (a) Nations; the Jewiſh 
ſip being as different from that eftabliſh'd 


mg the Egyptians, as the Nature of God is 
7 54. of nt Brutes. To which Teſtimony 
POE: be added another of the ſame Author, 
ei fays that (5) the Jewiſh Laws differed from 


Grecian, but more eſpecially from thoſe of the 


u ple Means. : # 

ſt Re I oha N 3 5 | 1 „ 
harged you under this Article with 

= ety — Paſſage of Spencer, where 

2 Ipeaks (as you ſay) in the Words of Mai- 


hides, To ſhew that Circumciſion was fo 


— 


— 
* a * 2 
* 


0 Centra Apim l. l. ©. 2. (b) th, I. e. c. 2, 
| "7 FS Hbaxar . 


7 hazardous a ie 


1 


it by moſt bund and 'hazartous thing 1 
ab yt 

the Bufinefs is done, you have ranch; by 
| whe ine Sovtiment 2 Aurbor, und 1; 
 prov'd a 4 ſolemn Pe lan for following the 


Bur there are ſothe things, 
fider'd, 
be ſo ſut 
Nan 
more 


Known froth a Pamphlet, 1 1 
10 your Letter on 'the Pom of Clrewicifion," 


J6w'd) has quite miſtaken the Setiſc'of 1 


vitæ, &c. are not to 2 found either in i 


ef the Word) drew from Aan, ind 


te thoſe 


6 


45 I & LAN 


theTame us moſt dag 


pleuities of the Orml. 


Sir, to be e . 
before your Joes i wHl be allow! N 


Fog this * of. 


that . Kor rather Bu, Whom he 


monides in this Paſſage. The Words # 


monides or Buxtorf's Verſion; they ar 
Comment which. Spencer (miſtaking the d 


Aiſtinguiſhn'd as Speucrr's and not the Al 
you ou refer to, 


in that very N which A 

you have repreſen it quite otherwill 
differ not much from the abovemenric 
Gentleman, and therefore offer the — 


Tranftarion of the Words of 1 


0 


| 121 5 
, #0 bn 1 (for would beth * : 
727 bis riots cept for the Vake of " Religious | 
bb (or Obedience) - 15 1 not be e 48 4 : 
ub of le Log of # Barn of ib Am; but 


8 


i the 18 (Hog way be therefore Ham 
72 i.e. as it gives Pain in the Operation, : 
"x oy 'be BEG 6 hurd or grievous 
thoſe wo underwent ' the 

0 0 not thereby manifeſt their Love of 
i { and ew, their Readineſs to obey his In- 
tion. What is there now in this Paſſage, 
7 Circumrifion'as'a hazardous and 
m ? Ton 33 
* he has g miſtaken Aſaunb- 
br; in one thin boch agree, and that 
Wto mislead the Reader: But for your far- 
cConviction on chis Article, you would 
ell to reflect on another Paſſage, which 
er has produced from tie fame Mai- 
11 0 * „ mind (ay 2 (Nys he) to cir- 
be ot "with a Flint or 

þ * 2 W er m beenuſe there is no 
Aſter this let Maimmonides never be 
dance d for che Voucher of its 3 2 den- | 


II. 


vn - ved Brut in y our Aitter 25 1 
nt In 2 85 quent Mortality, 
Fl 2 NO” mars 2 2 Lew 
nenric | 25 


follow — — 


8 that 


* 


12 will (or would) be ver) HB = 


| Cabd 
Aba th by ty Open, left. three hum 
ce vely ly the Operation, i was excuſed fri 
'  gircumciſin the reſt. To. this I 20 0 
Lightfoot ſa nothing there cither of a fand 
rp or of - ' frequent Mortality; by a fan 
aw,.you tell me (with ſome Reflexion | 
nderſtanding) that you. did not meg 
| Tom of Moſes: and I nevet underſtood you 
m ſoz no Words of mine im fs it 
the leaſt. You meant (you-ſay, p. . 4 
founded upon a Decree af the proper Juz 
the Caſe, a Judgment 'the Jewiſh Dotars 
a Decifion of them, which 1 expreſſed it to 
But I ſpoke of (What is the Truth of t 
Caſe) ſuch a Deciſion as was not a * 
a private one; ſome deciding one wa 
one of them (I might have ſaid, ſome of the 
| deciding the contrary way. for I think that 
Numbers are pretty near equal on the 


ſides of the Queſtion. 
To prove, what I denied, that Light 
ſpeaks of a frequent Mortality happening by( 


cumcifion, you ask, p. 78. Whether bee 
Lightfoot mentions as ſometimes | 

three Children dying of it ſucceſſvely,. does 2 
ceſſarily imply it. But with your leave, 
Lightfoot no where mentions, this Eyent 
ſometimes bappening. He mentions ſuch a \ 
indeed; and in the Place which he refen 
as his Authority, there is only one Inf 
given of this Fact, of three Childrens 25 
ceſſively, which you ſay happened ſometi 
And yer (what is „ in this vety 
ſtance, it appears that the three Children c 
not p n be l to die of the Circu 
mu that the fourth was not excuſe 


Ny 

kt Account from being circumciſed, but 
ber tarrying à little while was circumciſed, and 
Pell after it. Boos theſe 8 are 
zealy contrary to what you made Light- 
| by a and yet both of chem hays then | 
un to be. True from the Words of the 
Koinal Authors, cited at large and explain'd 
Ide Gentleman, p. 16. who wrote the An- 
by to your Letter on the Point of Circumcifion. 
After this I need not be at much Trouble 
bew, how unfairly you deal with me, when 
arepreſent me, p. 78. as allowing that there ars 
Record five or fix Inſtances of three Childrew 
ws ſucceſſively by Circumc iſion; which you 
K ſufficient to ſhew that Circumciſion was 
by mortal. From whence you can gather 
$ fuppoled Allowance of mine, I am at a 
to conceive: My Words are, Lightfoot 
ts froe or fix Paſſages indeed, in which men- 
is made of an uncircumciſed Iſraelite and un- 
noſed Prieft, when their Brethren died of 
wacifon. But are five or fix Paſſages the 
E with five or fix Iaſtances? May they 
tall relate to one Inſtance? Nothing ap- 
n to the contrary in Lightfoot : He is able 
produce but one Inſtance, which is that re- 
ted by R. Nathan, and which (as I ſaid 
re) Gredtiy contradicts you in the two 
nſtances, for which you chiefly appeal 
t. Moſt certainly you can never infer 
1 Lightfoot and his Citations, that any one 
thoſe Authors muſt have known five or ſix 
aces; which unleſs you ſuppoſe them to 
done, your Application of the Caſe of 
Small-pox to this purpoſe is very far from 
taining any Parallel —ſü— 
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10 
f erte er to Ne what yon 
Gid in your Fetter about the Cory ef Bak 


| Wh dem i. ahne f e „18. With my reckog 7 
this in the N Quote ions. "An 
it will be an Sariafi@tign 85 Fi Amte 
to change the Name of itz becanſs Ta 
love to diſpute oa rifles, and bec; 
this time 1 you may have ſome d 
to the Word Quorations.. Brit 1 er 
to ſhe, that the. Scripute has faid one thi 
and you quite another; Which if it be not 
ſame as quoting falfely, is certainly the fi 
as A bic (not, merely reaſoning) fall 
You. had faid in your Letter that it is 
77 bg Gen. 25 5 1 Para 
far Jrom any tion of not Ving th 
2 that they. had alteady heguy. to 75 
had eee off 'a Colony e #a 
Land of > cp And in. Proof of your! 
ſertion you quated es from Patrick? 
Calmet. 10 this 1 reply'd, that the Script 
is a8 expreſs : inft what is to Yau fo ew 
as Words can re] reſent it; and that { tang 
Queſtiag 3 is what the Scripture teaches ab 
the Matter, not what any ume 3 
fancied, Here you attempt, p. Gr. Ny tar ad 
and me againſt each ather; and uſe d as | 
Doctor had charged his Adverfury with, 50 brour 
% 3 with the, C 1 = by 
charge me centemning you for bein E 
| od wth the e But this Com Ly 90 
12 1 it may pal for Wit, cannot aſs for Tn 55 
becauſe only expreſs a a diflike of your tru 
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E E 1 
heir Opinion againſt the plain An 
. in Scripture. it ſeems however 3 
hongbt vaur elf: ae mer the Shelter of 
ep. 60: Was it this Thought, Sir, 4 
Jou to re rſene the Sentiments of Calmat 
this head ſo 2 you have dong? 
cler in che aſſage, which you produce 
Im, {peaks of no Reſolution of di/per ing 
pines, wy 7 14 4 hundred Nears after the 
| * ieh he means, till after they had 
from the Eaft and were come to che 
| ! That this is his Opinion, Appears . 
Pe on Cen. zi, 2, where h he expreſly ſa 
Lhe firſt Mer after the Deluge came by 45: 
Manches to the Land of Shinar, and were - 
L together in that Plate. Calmet's Autho- 
| * will ſerve you for no Shelter - 
net make you Safe, much leſs Orthodox 
© lay), fince his Opinion and yours are 
bly contrary. Biſhop Patrick indeed fa- 
your Opinion; but the Scriptural Ac- 
| . b oppoſite to what E ind You 


Fay Reply, I "quoted theſe Paſſages from | 
. The who 2 . of one Speech, ver. 1. 
1 zame to paſs as they j Journe from the Eaſt, 
75 found a Plain in the Land of Shinar 
welt why 5 ver. 2. 2 771 which I 5 


p. 61. that laſt Verſe 
be preceding Chapter it is ſaid of the Sous 
uh, by bei were the Nations divided in | 
br hien th . As if, becauſe men- 
tion 
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tion is there previouſly made of a Diyig 
the Diviſion too muſt be previous in the 
der of Time to the Story of Babel. Wha 
more natural than that the ſacred Hiftoy 
| ſhould firſt mention a Diviſion into Nati 
and then tell us (as he does in chap. xi.) hoy 
came about? That this was the Caſe, Bif 
Patrick (who is one of your Shelters) tea 
you in his Note on chap. xi. 1. But he j 
no Authority with You. I perceive, en- 
when he ſpeaks your Sentiments, _ 
All this while, Sir, you forget or con 
the Paſſages of Scripture, upon which Ichi 
grounded my Aſſertion, that they had not 
gun to diſperſe before the Confuſion of 
guages happened at Babel: In ver. 9. it i 
The Lord did there confound the Language 
the Earth, and from thence did the Lord [a 
them abroad upon, the face of all the Earth, 
it poſſible for Words to repreſent in apl 
Manner, that what happened there, happl 
not to a Part but to the whole of Manki 
And can any thing be more directly cont 
to your Poſition? The Scripgure ſays thi 
Babel God confounded the Language 0 
ie Earth: you ſay that all the Earth 
Mankind was not there. The Scripture 
that from Babel God ſcattered them abroad 
the face of all the Earth and you ſay 
there was /ome kind of Diſper/iow and jt! 
of different Countries previous to that Conf 
p- CI. From whence'the Reader may ſee 
me Scripture plainly aſſerts one thing, 
| You take upon you to aſſert another. 


. Ain} .. 
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ticles, upon which I charged yqu with miſ- 


jour Letter you had ſaid, All that we can 
from the Story of the building the Tower of 
el is that the Multitude, knowing they muſt 
e, bad @ mind before ſuch Diſperſion to 
ſome public Monument of their Common 
| wn by building a City and Tower that ſhould 
rcon 3s high as Heaven: and that it was the 
Womption and Arrogance of this Deſign, which 
led God to baffle it by confounding their Lan- 


1 of , and to diſperſe them from that Place, &c. 
it 1 I ſhew'd to be a collecting from the 
age ure a Deſign quite different from what 
1 vreſly mentions. The Words are (chap. xi. 
Eur 4.) Let us build us a City and a Tower, whoſe 
| 2 PU nay reach unto Heaven, and let us make us 
happlWWane, le} we be ſcattered abroad upon the face 
Miank whole Earth. Where the Deſign of 
comet they were doing is plainly declared to be 
ys tals they might not be ſcattered abroad; but the 
ge giga which you aſcribe to them is that they 
Ear bave ſome publick Monument of their Com- 
pture Bl Origin. Can Deſigns be more different 
roi theſe two are? Happy muſt the Art be 
| lay Wit can reconcile Your Account with the 


pural one! Let us ſee how you attempt 
bit, You ask, p. 64. if the Scripture does 


. Mainly . intimate that the ground of their of- 
hing, Ning God was in the Deſign that they had pro- 


Id of building a Tower as high as Heaven; and 


We and a, The Text, Sir, ſays 


uber it gives any other Inſtance of their Ar- 


nothing 


1am come now to the laſt of the Fifteen 


weſenting the Authors that you refer ro. 
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nothing of any Arrogance" and \Preſumpting 
the Builders, nor of any offending God, 
lefs in the Senſe of God's diſapproving: yl 

they had Pn which he might 4 
1 - yet they might not have been guilty of wi 
= you lay to their charge, If they deſigned 
mo their building to prevent their being diſper 
and if it was God's Intention that fuch:Vif 
fron ſhould not be prevented, here was gro 
ſufficient for God to act in ſuch a manne 
_ ſhould neceſſarily produce an early Dilperf 
Again, in thoſe Words of yours aboyementionr: 
you tell us as from Scripture that their Deli 
Das to build a Tower as bigb as Heaven, 
ſoon after that their Intent war to raiſe th 

. felves a Name by the Project they bad 
True; but is this all that the Scriptute fi 
Is this the ultimate and proper End mentit 
in the Text? They who ſaid, Let us build 
Tower, and make us 4 Name, intended 
doubt) to build a Tower and make them 
a Name: But this was in order to ſome 
End, and that is plainly expreſſed in 
Words et we be ſcattered abroad. How, 
could you poſſibly hope that this would 
for an Anſwer with any attentive Rea 
The Diſpute between You and Me is, 
ther the main Intent of the Builders wa 
erect a publick Monument 1% they ou 
ſeatiered abroad, as the Text ſays; or fe 
Memorial of their Common Origia, whic 
your Suppoſition, not only unwarranted, r, th 
directly contradicted by Scripture. You: Pr 
phaſes, p-6F. to call it frange Nonſen/e tofiwarc 
Let us build us a City and a Tower to previngole t. 
farther Diſpirfon, Kc, but where oy kind 


EL Ws... 
1 which adds Jeff we be ſcattered abroad, &c? 
un any thing be · more clear than that the 


0 wh 

2 at ſpeaks the very thing which you diſtin- 
of ui by the Title of frange Nonſenſe? But 
aned iſo add in ſupport of what you had -raſhly 
Apen -5 if a Tower could alter. the Nature of 
Di nd prevent their being ſcattered and diſ- 

s gte i people the Earth, unleſs we can ſuppoſe 
anner r-ſo/ved to combat Heaven ir ſelf. What 


woe me with ſuch a prepoſterous way of 
Ming, when you muſt have obſerved that 
Account of the Matter fully obviated this 


entiot 


e i? 1 declared for. the Opinion of Peri- 
3 and others, who by the Hebrew Word 
% which we commonly render a Name, 
nentioficrſtand a Monument or Sign; and ſuppoſe 
bir che Tower which thoſe Builders projected 
nded i deſign'd for a Landmark, which by its 

r might be ſeen at a Diſtance z and by 
ome o belp of which, whenever they were ſepa- 
d in Wh! 33 their occafions required, they might 
Jow, Why: know how to return to the City, where 
vould and their Companions ſeem to have de- 
Ren ned to live together. % = Sy || 
e is, Mit whatever their Intent was, it could 


tr have been what you venture indefiance of 
pture to aſcribe ro them; it could never 


or {lt been for the _—_— a publick Monument of 
 whigh Common Origin; If that had been their 
anted, I, they would probably have entered into, 
- You Project before any of them had travelled 
ſenſe toward, and ſeparated themſelves (as you 


 previngole they did) from the common Body of 
wy iind, Beſides, it could ſcarcely have a 
tete 


RE 
tered Then into their Heads to conceive, th 
any ſucceeding ' Age would ever rl | 

their having had a Common Origin; much i 

is it probable that they ſnould have taken ſuc 

Pains to prevent what was ſo unlikely to happ 
And laſtly, if this was all their Intent, he 
can you reconcile it with the Arrogamt u 
Preſumption which you ſuppoſe them 
have been guilty of in this Attempt? Such 
Deſign was moſt certainly a laudable one, y 
of uſe. to Religion and Civil Life; and G 

could never have been fo offended at it, a; 
confound their Language and diſperſe ) 

' who had ſo innocent an Intent as this. Thy 
Objections I made to your awkward: Sup 

ſition; but you have thought them not worthy 

the leaſt mention: A ſtrong Preſumption i 

they are not to be anſwered by You, who ne 

miſs an Opportunity, but often make one, 
ſetting an Adverſary forth to the utmoſt [ 
advantage! This will appear from what 

lows. 15 F 

J had mentioned the old Greet and L 

Verſions of this Text now before us, as 
dring the latter Part of it, before we be ſi 
tered, &c. inſtead of Jeſ# wwe be ſcattered, ( 

This Tranſlation of theirs I happened to 
an Jdle one; with what Pleaſure do you | 
ſently catch it up! How ready are you to m 

the moſt of it and to charge me with raſbhyi 

ſuring the old Greek Verſion and calling it at 

Tranſlation ! p. 65. But is this the Truth of 
Matter? Do I charge the whole Verſion 
Idleneſs ? Is it not plain that I was ſpea 

of that ſingle Paſſage only? Read my We 
again, and you muſt find it fo. _ | 


1 - 
d:cuſe will you make for your ſelf, Sir, when 
femong you tel 


it were) by our Saviour? Where, when, 
d how? Pray inform us of this new Diſco- 
y more 55 Did our Saviour ever 
vote this Verſion? Did he ever ſpeak Greek 
gil? If you have any Proofs of this Point, 
ſo good 

armed World; and they will tend more to 


kn any thing which you have offered 

wughout your whole Defence. 

| have now finiſhed my Reply to the De- 
which you make upon the Fifteen Quo- 


tion u ens (few in proportion to what deſerved 


a Cenſure, but yet the only Fifteen) 
ich I objected to as, groſs and plain Miſ- 
fcſentations, You proceed next to vindi- 


the Number of Two, and then of One, 


1 then of None, by a happy Sagacity of 
8 Koning as well 05 Rakning: 7 Had I 
e be (ac, I could make ample amends for my 
ered, mer Deficiency in Number on this head: 
d to I compute thoſe Hiſtorical Facts, which 
vou diected to in my firſt Reply, to be Five in 
a to m mber, tho' the Four firſt having ſome Re- 
raſbly i » each other I ranged them under one 

it an {cle 7 1 
ath offi.) The firſt Hiſtorical Fact including the 
rfion M others annexed to it, was whether Egypt 
; ſpeaks o Polite and Learned and Flouriſhing a Nation 
ny Wal Moſes's time, and the Jews ſo rude and illi- 
But e, as you have repreſented them. The 


Subſtance 


b zopravate my ſuppos'd Rafhneſs of Ex- 
+ 1 that the Greet Verſion 
the LXX Interpreters was authenticated 


as to communicate them to the 


ar Credit as a Scholar (I can affure you) 


it your Hiſtorical Facts: Theſe you reduce 


3 \ 
1 


Subſtance of what Lofferd on this head, Ty 
that tho' he Opinion. 1 of the! 
tiquity of che Wal earning had lor 
. in the. Id, yet now that $ 
ſaac Newton's Cs had appear'd a 
given ſo different an Acne of that Matte 
with ſuch Appearance of Probability agi 
the common Sentiment, it was not "ey T 
equitable in you to put off the old Princip 
in Chronology, as, undoubted Truths, ind F 
if nothing had been ſaid by that Great A. 
thor to confute or weaken, t 
It ſeems that in one place had called yi 
Sir ſac has offered oy that Point his Dil 
veries, and in another his Demonſtrations, II 
you repreſent at every turn as an Ab/urdity 
tell me that bad I reſteſted what a Demon 
meant, I could never have applied it to a $ * 
Chronology, p. 60. But why. not, Sir? be 
there are mathematical Demonſtratiuns; dot 
follow that there is no other ſort of Demonk 
tions? Conyince your Readers firſt that Eu/eh 
Work called, N Evangelica, cat 
Nonſenſe in the very Title. Conyancethemt 
that Biſhop Patrick knew nothing of wha 
. ation meant, when he applied this We 
juſt as I did, to Chronolggy; 9. his Note 
Gen. xi. 1. concludes thus, as the. moſs lei 
| Primate Uſher bas demonſirated-in bis As 
Whenever the Proof is as. ſtrong, as the: 
ture of the Subject treated on will allow 
it is called a Demonſfrationz and the Eiyt 
logy of the Word as well as the the Comm 
e of it juſtifies this Senſe. However 
Miſtake is repreſented {ill greater for 1 


the ſame things Demonſtrations and Diſcov 


1 141 J 3 
; pray, what was it in Archimedes, when 
ing hit upon that famous Demonſtration, 
un about the Streets and cry'd Þpyra, 7 
bs diſcovered it? mf On Pr Ah 
% to the Point in Queſtion, viz. the 
ming and -Flouriſhing Condition of Egypt 
Woſes's time, you ſcorn to make it good a- 
ne, who (you oy, ſeem to know but little 
tk Matter, p. 69. | am content, Sir, that 
= _— your Strength againſt ſome 
i learned Adverſary. If I am rightly - in- 
ned; the late learned Dr. Voodward has left 
WS. a Difcourſe to ſhew that the Eg yprians 
oped all their Learning from the Hebrews, 
Ito prove likewiſe that Moſes their great 
ier had a Divine Miffion and Autho- 
This curious Piece may poſſibly ſee the 
Wit ſoon, and then, Sir, you may dreſs up 
Anfwer againſt it with all that Strength 
leiſon; Exactneſs of Quotation, and De- 


ty of Language, which you appear to be 
Carer of, And I the rather adviſe you to 
hem ſe him out for an Adverſary, becauſe you 
; what (I think) acknowledge Him to have been 
us Wo entleman of great Genius and Learning; 
Note WW every way qualified for the Examination 
„leu deſe Points. A Character which even Sir 
's {un Newton is mot allowed by You, who 
tber. declare it as your Opinion that for 4 


lugb Knowledge of Antiquity, and the whole 
aſs of Greek and Egyptian Learning there 
been and now are Men as far ſuperior to 
j os He within bis proper Character is ſupes 
Ito every body elſe. How low is the great 
ton placed in your Opinion of him! But 

| 3 hows 
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however ignorant you think he was in th, 
Points, you have vouchſafed him ſuch an >, 
ſwer as ſhews that there is a Step in Knowle 
ſtill lower than that which you have be 
pleaſed to aſſign him. Some Pages you ha 
vouchſafed to beſtow upon what He has ( 
in his large and elaborate Treatiſe of Ci 
logy : But with what Succeſs let any Rex 
judge, who has ever looked into that judicic 

ork as well as into. your light Anſwer 
it. Sir. //aac Newton, p. 193. attempting 
prove that Ofiris, Bacchus, or Seſoftri 


the ſame Perſon as Seſac or Shiſhac, enuf v 
rates about thirteen Particulars in which Hie y 
Hiſtorians agree to aſcribe the ſame things , 
them: You in citing this Paſſage drop a 


Particulars, except ſix; and then, the grea 
Part and the moſt material of them beinge 
cesled from your Reader, you call his Ar 
ment mere Conjẽcture, and gravely cond 
that he might as well have 2 that the 


all be the ſame with Alexander the Great, i the 
ſame Actions are alſo attributed to him, p. 79. Wt: yt 
I give as one flagrant Inſtance of your und 
ality in Quoting. Vain Effort, to thinkconcl! 
confuting ſuch a Writer by ſuch an unfair Wor the 
ſuperficial Anſwer! But whenever you er Te 
be more at leiſure, or better inclined, to (tho 
mine his Arguments candidly and througi of m 

and whenever you ſhall think fit to treat ¶ ure. 
8 fully, I will venture to ſay that Ne who 
ſhall not want one, who will attempt ters wit 

Juſtice to Sir /aar's Proofs, and (as far Wi they 
can) to that ſide of the Queſtion. And e whic 

this Promiſe I will leave you in Poſſcihonl yer, 

aut in: 


you think ſo) of that Queſtion, 


Lal 


ham * only the Number of $ eventy-Perſn 
Only Seventy Perſons indeed went down v 
arch into Egypt: But were They the ul 
Pofterity. of Abraham ? Have you forgot tl 
the Deſcendants: of ZÞbmael and Eſau? 80 
merous, that ſome learned Men have reck; 


ed them to have been ſeven times more ii 


the Family of Jacob. I could give more 
ſtances of your Ne * in reporting Ser 
tural Facts. But this perhaps may ſuffice 
preſent, and may Gow you 33 Necefſlity 
confidering things better, before you th 
our ſuch raſh Charges for the future. 
The laſt Hiſtorical Fact which I. conte 
with you, was in relation to the Confuſion of 
guages at Babel: Fhis you thought was to 
accounted for without the help of the Mi 
ele recorded by Moſes, or of any Divine 
. 8 * 1 
11 ou were of Opinion that all the Va 
uages obſervable in the World may bt 
ton 2 by natural Cauſes, excluſive of any 
racle or extraordinary Interpofition of God. 
diſprove this Aſſertion, I asked you, Mer 
any or all of. your Natural Cauſes could prod 
fuch a Variety of Languages, as that the ili 
which are of moſt common uſẽ in Life, and ul 
all Men are every Day ſpeaking of, ſhould « 
in different Countries to. be exprefſed by Wo 
which have not the leaft Aﬀenity with one auth 
no, not ſo much as in one Radical Leiter? 
Support of this Queſtion I inſtanced in a 
Hand, Foot, Head, Mouth, &c. and thev 
that they are expreſſed by quite differs 
Words in different Languages. This) 
call iin Fact, _ fay, 1 is * me: Ho 


C48] . =» 
Thy by mixing and blending the Sounds of con- 
Nations, new Names have been formed 
the moſs neceſſary things of Life, as well as 
wft obvious Parts of the Body, e. 5 one Part 
italy anciently called the Mouth Stoma; the 
Fart, Os; now all call it Bocca, 9c. 
„ Sir, who were they in that Part of Italy 
called the Mouth Stoma? Were they not 
vis? Is this then any diſproof of what T 
aid, viz. that Mouth is Stoma in Greek, 
or in Latin? Thoſe Greeks by being in 
did not ceaſe to be Greeks, nor was their 
guage any other than the Greet one, where- 
yer it was ſpoken. Now you ſay all call it 
ca; Why now? Was not Bacca an old 
is Word, uſed at the ſame time that Os 
vou - ſeem to inſinuate the contrary, 
you build your Argument on the contrary z. 
if the ancient Latins called it Bucca as the 
em [talians call it Bocca, this will not ſerve 
I an Inſtance (tho' you bring it for one) 
NW Names having been formed for the 
obvious Parts of the Body. The ſame Re- 
jk might be made upon what you have faid 
zerning the different Names. for the Eye 
the Ear; the Anſwer to your former In- 
ce will ſerve for theſe; tho” the Fallacy 
hem all is ſo viſible, that perhaps I have 
to ask the Reader's Pardon that I have 
n any of them a diftinet Examination, 
lu repeat your Sentiment in favour of 
Power of Natural Cauſes only to effe& 
a Variety as there is ſeen in Languages; 
jou attempt, p. 92. to explain it farther 
it me by ſaying, It was the natural and 
Hoy Mutabiliry of all human things, that 
F ˙ P forced 


, 


ffʃf½%¾¼/hvê 86 
forced Men by Degrees to. change their ol y 
for the more prevailing Sounds of ſuch Pugh 
had then” got the Superiority or principal Rul 


A 9955 
This being the laſt Argument in your [ 
fence, we may ſuppoſe that you intend: it 
a ſtrong and ſubſtantial” one, ſuch as fl 
| 5 a good Impreſſion on the Reader 
vour of your Strength of Reaſoning. 
rmit me, Sir, to ask you one © Queſt 
tho? it - ſhould prove a troubleſome one 
anſwer, viz. Whence - thoſe more previ 
Sounds aroſe, and how thoſe who had yy 
Superiority and principal Rule came themſ: 
to have Words ſo different from thoſe 
the Country which they conquered? W 
you anſwer this Queſtion clearly, you 
e able to ſee that this Prop of your for 
Aſſertion is but a weak one, and that it acco 
for the Change of Words in the one 
by an Argument which leaves the Matter 
unaccounted for in the other. If this 
reaſoning, I-am content to be without it. 
By this time, Sir, the Reader (I bell 
has fully ſeen how little Credit your Writ 
deſerve in their Appeals to the Authors w 
you cite. But the moſt important Par 
your Defence {till remains to be examine 
mean that which more openly and dirt 
attempts to weaken the Authority of Moſes. 
Your Sentiments upon this head lie ſcatt 
in ſeveral Pages of Four Defence; but J 
take the trouble to bring them a little 10 
together, that the Reader may ſee them 1 
diſtinctly under one View, 
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add no more) when, under the Covert of 
ſephus's Name, you had repreſented the Mirae 
of Moſes as not (a) real but pretended ones, 
had, 70 obviate all Offence, beg d the Reader to 
| nen that you were not declaring your 
Sentiments but thoſe of Joſephus, you fork 
to declare _ — Sentiments are differ 
from thoſe which you impute to Foſephus : wh 
you would hardly have fail'd gs if t] 
Pad been different; ſince you could not 
prehend that N filence on this head 
this time, would be ſo far from obviating 

Offence, that it muſt neceſſarily increaſe it, 
This is the Figure which you make in) 


4 Letter and Defence of it: An attentive Re; 


ſees what your Scheme is, tho? the fey 
Parts of it lie disjointed and diſperſed t 
many Pages.—1nvenias etiam uigjetti membr 
I bere are two Points then which it 1 
be of uſe to examine: The one, Y/hether| 
ſes's Account of the Creation and Fall of M. 
to be underſtood literally or not: The — 
Mheiber the Religion and Laws, which 
delivered to the . had a Divine Orig 
Authority. : 

I. That Moſes's Account of che Crea 
and Fall of Man is not to be underſtood 
rally, you would perſuade us by alert 


That there is uch Myſtery in it, and thatt 


fore all the Parts of it cannot be Lite 
true; That he Letter of it is in Fat found 
tradiftory to Reaſon and the Notions ue ha 
God; and laſtly, That the Primitive Hritt 


* 
* 1 PT +, 
F 5 * 


(4) Def. p. 32, 33. 
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wal not only followed the Allegorical Way of in- 
Mirae ing it, but looked upon this way to be-on many 
nes, ons the only Method of vindicating it. $121 
ader % Let us ſee what Truth there is in theſe three 


4 


ſertions. | 
That there is certainly much Myſtery in the Story 
u aſſure us; but where is it to be found? When 
go to interpret the Words of that Sentence, 
ich God pronounced concerning the Eumity 
ren the Serpent and the Woman, I confeſs that 
t aſcribe a myſtical Meaning to them; and 
t have good Warrant for ſo doing: But ſtill 
Story it ſelf in all the Parts of it lies open 
plain; ſtill it is Literally true, that ſuch a 
atence was pronounced by God. By a wonder- 
Facility you have of confounding one Word 
th another, you uſe My/ery, Allegory, Figure, 
f Metaphor, as all of them meaning the ſame 
g. Hence you ſay, p. 14. that God MADE 
an, 7s accepted Literally z but AFTER HIS OWN 


Fer, in a Figurative or Metaphorical Senſe : Does 
he o Meapbor uſed in Writing by Cicero or any other 
ich or make what he ſays leſs Literally true? 
rig n will not affirm it ſurely. Again, you ſay 


it the Serpent (Literally underſtood before), whes 
acofts Eve, becomes an Allegorical Beaſt. What 
Miſapplication is here of the Word Alle- 
Did the Serpent ceaſe to be truly and pro- 
ly a Beaſt, becauſe it was influenced and actu- 
at that time by ſome other Being, as the 
et Teſtament warrants us to ſay? With what 
priety then could you compare the Story, 
4. to the very Serpent it treats of, as all over 
Wed and ſpeckled here with Letter, and there with 
jery? The Prettineſs of the Thought ſeems to 
e made you overlook the want of Juſtneſs in 
; For (to uſe your own Similityde) it may be 

; 7 more 


more truly ſaid, that as the Serpent. was a 1 


true, tho? with regard to its Interpretation it 


Cavils that you have raiſed up again, as may f 


fy any candid Enquirer into io difficult a Mat 


thus much on the Occaſion; that, if it cat 


, which you have ſtarted againſt the Literal Story 


Fo] 


and proper Serpent, tho animated. at. that ji 
by an inviſible Spirit; ſo the Story is Liter 


cludes a Myſtery in the Leiter. 1 
In the next place you intimate that the 1," 
of this Story is in Fat contradittory 10 Reaſon N. 
the Notions we have of God, p. 15... In your Le < 
to Dr. W. you had talk'd to the fame pur” 
p. 18, 19. and the Inſtances which you hill, 

give, are no others than what have | oo th 
objected to and as often juſtified, and cleared ſu 7 
ciently. The laſt Authors which have entf 
into this Subject, are the learned and ingen 
Compilers of the Univerſal Hier, now publi 
ing; who have in p. 60, given ſuch ah Anſwer to 


To that Hiſtory therefore I refer you, wt 
with great Clearneſs of Expreſſion = Argum 
too ſupports the Letter againſt the ſuppoſed MM. All 
gory of Moſes's Account, and ſhews how the i; T s 
veral Circumſtances of it may be reconciled nb] ; 
Reaſon:and our Notions of. God. I ſhall only - 


ſhewn conſiſtent with Reaſon and our Notion... A 
God, (as it certainly may), that God ſhould pul tis þ 
Men at all for their Sins, all the Objectioli, © ** 


the Fall of Man and the Puniſhment enſuing, WW, 
eaſily anſwered it being evidently as juſt in his 

to puniſh immediately, as at a diſtance of Tin . 
to puniſh Man by curſing the Earth for his { 
as to inflict the Puniſhment upon his Perſon, Mr 

But I forbear to go further on this Subject, _ 
you expreſs your Cavils more fully and ex 


. 

Four laſt Allegation againſt the Truth of 
+ Literal Story is; that you have not only 
Authority of the Primitive Fathers and beſt 
id Writers, for recurring to the Allegorical Ex- 
tion; p. 15. but that they efteem'd this to be on 
y Occafions the only Method of vindicating the 
blaic Account, p. 17. i UTP 
This is boldly pronounced; we ſhall ſee. by and 
ernennt. 
u the mean while, Sir, let me ask, why you 
bdice Philo, Clemens, and Euſebius, as Patrons 
the Allegorical Interpretation. No one denies 
t thoſe Writers run much into that fanciful 
kthod; tho', if I miſtake not, none of the 
ſhoes which you have produced from them to 
we it make good your Aﬀertion: You have 
ken the Senſe of every one of them. Bur 
oling the Fact to be True, what will you in- 
from thence? Will you undertake to ſhew, 
becauſe they interpreted this Part of Scrip- 
Allegorically, they did not believe it to have 


Ei Literally true? Will you ſtoop to be an 
„ able Follower of Mr. Woolſton in this Argu- 
n Wit? If ou will, you muſt he content to take 
t hare of his Shame as well as his Reaſoning ; 


the Anſwers, which have been given to Him 
this head, may equally ſerve for your Confu- 
on. A 
ut let us examine your Authorities: Philo 
ds at the head of them: and I allow that it 
his way to turn every thing almoſt into Alle- 
but he more than once cautions his Readers 
t departing from the Letter of rhe Old 
aament, (a) 2 (ſays he) all the Ceremonies re- 


8 * 2 PE . — — 


1 ** 75 172, K Vg a; % {veiwy d NA HH. 
ms Tegoegouly reis d, aovoroy Snauuloos. De Migr. 
l, p. 402. | 

G 2 lating 


{ 


F 
latin to the Worſbip: of the: key of 4 thouſy out 


other Precepts would be neglected, if. we were vin 
conſine our ſelves only to the orical Sign 
tion And he aſſures us that Moſes did not c 
tent himſelf in his Hiſtory with (a) ſaying thi 
likely or probable, but he followed the plain and u 
Truth. In this View therefore, the firſt Pf 

which, you produced, p. 15. from Philo, is u 
conſidered, and then it will ſerve no purpoſe 
_ yours: But the ſecond Paſſage of Philo vl 
you give us, p. 16. fully implies the Trutl 
the literal Story, when it is rightly tran; 
(5 Theſe things (lays he) are not mythologic Fil 
ſuch as the Poets and Sophifters delight in; 
qe unt Turav ſuch (Fats) as ſbetw forth J 
- inviting us to ſearch for the Allegorical Senſe, i 
Way of figurative Interpretation: And whoer 
lows the moſt probable Conjefture may proper) 
that the Serpent ſpoken 7 is the Symbol of 
ſure. In this Paſſage any one may ſee that 
Word fayparaas oppos'd to Mythologic Fiftions 
certainly imply true and real Facts, related \ 


(a) Ov r arora x, wivave Movons aardte), I 
| $e14y >&xpagrn veradiwne, De Sacrif. Abel. p. 132. 

(b) Es 5 TavTa s aAddpaTe uid os 75 mo. 
| Eop151x0y- F,alips oO, dAAG Seiſuate TiITO it 
ryoeley , r If Vary Vb eig £0) 
716 eiKoTI SON 400 QUNGH @eIOnKoVTus F pn vn 
Ave g ν . De Opif. Mundi. p. 36. Is this Paſſage 
ſgnifies an Allegory (as Valeſius ſhews the Word to ſignify 
Note on Euſ. Eccl, Hiſt, I. 2. c. 17.) for want of knowing 
9 have tranſlated the faulty Latin Verſion per latent 
jecturas, by the Diſcovery of its latent and hidden Me 
but what Philo expreſſes here by ai du Smoveray Wc! 
expreſſes in De Migr. Abrah. p. 402. by 74 du e] 
Ve. 
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nined do rue, it means that they were Typical 
g well as True. Thus St. Paul in 1 Cor. x, 11. 
ing of ſome things, which he certainly be- 
eyed to have Literally happened to the Fews in 
the Wilderneſs, ſays ruro: owviBauroy, becauſe thoſe 
Frents were Typical and Figurative of what was 
fterwards to befal the Church of Chriſt. In the 
xry beginning of this Treatiſe concerning the 
World, Philo explains this matter ſufficiently. 


their Laws naked and without any Ornament of Fi- 
ue or Allegory at all, which he thinks poor 
nd low : While others thought to heighten the 
Jenity of their Laws by conveying Truths un- 
H Fictions and Mythologic Stories. And: then 


Methods 3 not the firſt becauſe it was rude and 
while /ſophical z not the latter, becauſe it carried a 
and Deceit along with it. The Conſequence 
Fall which is, that Moſes's Method was to wrap 


ſe in a true and real Hiſtorical Relation. From 


bled to judge that the Paſſage under Examina- 
bon muſt be underſtood to allow the Literal Truth 
the Story concerning the Serpent, tho? Philo 
reſents it as the Symbol of Pleaſure. One thing 
More I would obſerye on this Paſſage, which is, 

lat the Word aptly or properly muſt by the Rules 
Conſtruction be joined with yo, and not with 
oil ipnutvoy /; tho? you have joined it with theſe, 


W's) Tor d rouodeTaY ot RE EKRANGTIEE X) v — 
7 38 0 2 
dCi‘ 61 5 — bes TAATpLAT THIY dANSHay 


1\Goopoy, 79 d ws xaripdouitoy N was dy youreas, &c. 


and 


e obſerves (a) that ſome Lawgivers propoſed 


r repreſents Moſes as following neither of theſe 


Truth in Truth, a Figurative and Allegorical 


lis Account the Reader will now be better en⸗ 


ip e c. Movons 5 è n \aPCds 79 þ& ws den 
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ſtood as doing the ſame, becauſe he tells 1 a 
other Ancient Fewzh Apologiſts have you nowo 


_ You next quote Clemens of Alexandria, and EA 


you will find Ezſebius plainly aſſerting in Mor 


that the Primitive Writers in general eſteemed t 
* Symbolicat or Figurative Interpretation o) 
"to be on many Occafions the only Way 
#, p. 17. To prove this, you again refer us 
: Philo, and I refer you to what has been juſt nc 


and tranſlated the Serpent as it is aptly called, {i 
with a View, one may ſuppoſe, to repreſent Phy 
as inſinuating that the Serpent was not a real one 
but only might aptiy be called by that Name. 

So that Philo himſelf oo has been ſthewn) a] 
lows the Litcral Truth of the Story: And Ji; 
phus in his Antiquities muſt be neceffarily unde 


its parts as having Literally happened? Why 
your fide of the Queſtion? * 


ſebius to ſhew that they both believed this Sto 
to contain an Allegory: and ſo they might vit 
out giving v e of the Literal Accoun 
Both thoſe Primitive Writers are mifrepreſe: 
ted by you, as I could eafily ſhew ; but find 


you do not cxpreſly infer (tho you ſeem to i co 
ſinuate it) from e make them ſay, that the b ye! 
mult have disbelieved the Literal Story, (whic q Th 

11 


; wh nova collectio, p. 258.) I am content 
leave you in poſſeſſion of . thoſe Quotation 
haſtening to others which are of more Impo 
rance to be carefully examinſe. 
For you go yet farther in the net Paragry 
P- 17. and affirm it to be certain and unden 


Script 
" Uindicai) 


ſaid for his real Sentiments on this matter. V0 
next Step is to quote Paſſages from Barnabs 
Epiſtle, from Tertullian and Origen; you rep 
ſent Barnabas as ſaying, That the Command of C 
about abſtaining from ſome Animals does not import 
real Prohibition to eat; Tertullian, that nothing 


[ 55] 


6 — cntemptible as the Moſaic Laws about the Di/- 
al one en of Anima] Food : and Origen, that if we 
wo, ule thoſe Laws Literally, they are unworthy of God, 
mn) a i of them contrary to Reaſon and impoſſible to be 
d ſerved, P. 17, 18. For what Tertullian and Origen 
und fy, you refer us to Cotelerius's Note (Chap. x. Nor. 
JT i. Edit. Clerici) upon the Paſſage of Barnabas. 
W ud it is true, that thoſe Paſſages are there cited 
now ud repreſented. jo as you have given them. But 
f kt me ask, Sir, how a lover of Truth came to ſtop 
nd it at this lucky part of Coteleriuss Note, and 
s ton t to acquaint the Reader with what you muſt 
t wit e obſerved Cotelerius immediately ſubjoining, 
count. (a) that on the contrary very many Paſſages might 
-preſer collected out of the ſame Authors which ſpeak in 
r Gn e of the "rug Laws of Moſes. Is it Ingenuity 
to in conceal this, and repreſent ſo material a Note 
nat rh very Partially ? | ; 

(wic The Truth is with regard to the Paſſage of 
in ornabas, that Cotelerius and Menard too under- 


bod itaright when in their Notes upon the place 
they ſuppoſe the Expreſſion (however ſtrong) to 
ye meant no more than that the Spiritual Senſe 
ns principally intended, and not the Literal Senſe 
mly, by the Law which forbad the Fews to eat 


ratio 1 
Impo 


"agra | 
. vine's Fleſh : Parallel to this of Barnabas are 
emed ch Scriptural Expreſſions as theſe, Iſai. 1. 12. 


When ye come to appear before me, who hath RE- 
WIRED Zhis af your hands, to tread my Courts? 
frem. 7. 23. J ſpake not unto your Fathers, Nor 


Script 
naicai) 
er us 


uſt no MAN DED them, in the day that I brought them 
Vo of Egypt, concerning Burnt-Offerings; But this 
arnabalmmanded I them, ſaying, obey my voice, &c. 


1 rep. Ei ji ba 
4 of E I 8 
import (a) Profectò colligerentur facile plurima & diverſo ab iisdem 
othing \eteribus in laudem legum earundem commodius relata, 


As 


As for what Tertullian is repreſented by Cy 
erius to have ſaid, it is wholly miſtaken by th; 
Learned Annotator; in which if you had. con 
ſulted the original Author, you might have ſatis 
fied your ſelf. The Words of Tertullian are the 
(a) M bat is ſo mean as the Law about Retaliating 
What is ſo contemptible as the Diſtinction of Fonds 
the whole Old Teftament is the Subject of Ridicul | 
every Heretic; for God has choſen the fooliſh thin 
of the World to confound the IViſe: Marcion's G 
does nothing like this, &c. Where it is plain, th 
Tertullian ſpeaks Ironically; that he repreſen 
Marcion's way of thinking, not his own; and i 
timates that none but Heretics, none but ſuch 


ſer up for (don, thought theſe things fool, 
or unworthy\of God. That what is here aſeſ pr f 


bed to Tertullian, was directly contrary to his Of 
nion, appears from what Cotelerius has cited fro 
him in the ſame Note (tho? you thought fit to 
nothing of it): for the Father in the (6) ſame Tre 
tiſe againſt Marciom lays, M hen the Law forbids 
Jews any kind of Food, and pronounces ſome of th 
Animals unclean, which God at the Creation called Gu 
it is meant, that they ſhould learn to exerciſe Con 


nence, and lay a Reſtraint upon their Appetites, | * 
that it ſhould be a Guard againſt Luft and Lux q; 
This very Paſſage Cotelerius quotes at large in have 


Note which you refer to, and introduces it th 
to obviate that very Charge which you would fa 


* : — 


(a) Quid tam humile quam talionis indictio? quid tam 
temptibile quam ciborum exceptio? totum, quod ſciam, V 
omnis Hzreticus irridet: Stuſta enim mundi elegit Deus ut ſh, cc 
fundat ſapientiam. Marcionis Deus nihil tale. t it h 

| Contra Marcion. |. 5. c. na 

(b) Si lex aliquid cibis detrahit, & immunda pronunciat Notions 
malia quæ aliquando benedicta ſunt, conſilium exercendz f Jey 
tinentiæ intellige, & frænos impoſitos gulz : agnoſce ſim by yo 
comitibus gulæ, libidini & luxuriæ, proſpectum, Ib. J. 2. 0 
| Þ 


ne] 
n Tertulliun. But what is a Warning to a Mat, 
g will take none? | 


ole 


y tur ſecond-hattd Quotation from Origen ef- 
Con nlly carries its own Difproof along with it: 
** ; whett he ſpeitks of things impoſſible to be ob- 
- LNE 


u, is it not plain that he could not be ſpeak- 


ations of the Moſaic Laws nigger, Frog Diſtinttion 

Food in Food, tho you apply his Words to 

= e? Whatever he might think of the Rea- 
11 


geneſs of thoſe Laws, he could not pofhibly 
& that there was any the leaſt Impoſſibility of 
mg a thing, which in Fact (he knew) was 
js obſerved. But as the learned Biſhop Small- 
in his Vindication of our Saviour's Mitatles 
oft Mr. N oolſton, has ſhewn at large what 
 meatit by ſuch Expreſſions as thefe, I refer 
for farther Satisfaction on this Point to what 
bas faid Vol. I. p. 101, Ce. . 
beſe are Paflages which you call certain and 


1's G 
Irelen 
and it 
ſuch 
fooli 
e alc 
11s Op 
ed fro 


it toe Authorities for the Neceſſity of vindi- 
e Ie the Laws about the Piſtinction of Ani- 
bis ood by 1 myo Interpretation only; 
: of ery one of them you have evidently miſtaken 
. > Meaning of the Authors. How much better 
- Om 


you done, if you had taken a Hint from the 
ject which you was upon, and had made a 
inction of Quotations too, not mixing (as 
have done) the Clean with the Unclean, ſuch 
{og omg co Ip with fuch as honeſt- 
ak to your purpoſe ! 15 
de have now ſeen that the Story of. the Crea- 
and Fall of Man, does not ceaſe to be Li- 
true, tho' it ſhould have Allegory and 
fery contained in ſome Expreſſions of it; 
t it has nothing contradictory to our Reaſon and 
Notions we have of God; and That none of 
et Jewiſh Writers and Primitive Fathers, quo- 
by you, do reje& the Letter of it, much leſs 
H ſpeak 


ites, 5 
| Lux 
* In | 
it th 
ald fa 


| 


id tam 
iam, 
eus ut 


J. 5. e. 
nunciat 
rcendæ 
ſce {1m1 
b. J. 2.0 

U 
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Tho] 
ſpeak of the figurative Interpretion as the only 


lk „ A. 
hod of vindicating Scripture, in ſuch Inſtance, My 
— Ax to Lo us conſider then what x | - 
tive Proof there is for the Credibility of ws 25 
plain, unfigurative Story. The Nature of "4 
Account as it ſtands in Moſes's Hiſtory, and expet 
Teſtimony given to it in the Books of the Mun 
| Teſtament, are both ſtrong Arguments for WW, 
Truth of the Literal Senſe. bus 
If there ever was a Hiſtory that had the Nhe I. 
pearance of a plain, open and naked Account 8 
is that in the Book of Geneſis : Every other Soft 
| of it undoubtedly contains a Literal Relat velly 
| Why then ſhould we deſert the Letter here | he fol 
direkt Inconſiſtence with all the other pan a. 
| that Hiſtory? And to what purpoſe (we may pad o. 
did an Allegorical Story, a Truth wrap'd ul Alan 
Fiction ſerve, which would not equally have H that 
ſerved. by a fair and obvious Literal Related o. 
Was it not likely that This would be as well tory 
ceived, as long remembred and much better WW... b 
derſtood than the Other? Was it not .natural Inter; 
the Relator to ſuſpect that ſuch Fiction, if viii 11.7 
would tend to leſſen all his Credit in other pili; Mo 
of his Hiſtory? With you it would have ll. o 
it, I perceive, who as ſoon as you have decli farbe 
the Story of the F all to be an Allegor * only, they t41 
think it Probable that it was drawn from No from 
which Moſes imbibed in bis Youth in the Schoß ,,- 
the Egyptians. A mere School-boy's Leſſon, , topet! 
are to ſuppoſe! . gun 
The other direct Proof of the Truth of Wk, had 
Literal Story is to be drawn from the New Teds or 
ment, written by thoſe, whom (as a Chriſt the D 
you mult believe to be proper Judges in this Mod 
Hs . that 
= Both 


(litter, p. 24. Acco 


: [59] „ 
And this Teſtimony I the rather appeal to, 


n in p. 13. that the Story of the Serpent de- 
s pon the SINGLE Teſfimony of an Author, who 


f or above 2000 Nears after the Fakt. It cannot 
by expected that in the New Teſtament every 


cumſtance relating to the Creation and Fall 
Man ſhould be mentioned; becauſe it was not 
buſineſs of its Authors to prove the Truth 
tie Literal Story, which no Few doubted or 
ka Scruple to believe. But our Saviour and 
Apoſtles, as their Argument led them, have 
rely recited or plainly alluded to moſt of them 
the following Paſſages. 
ft. Paul ſays in 1 Cor. xv. 47. that Adam was 
ned out of the Earth. and in 1 Tim. ii. 13. 
Adam was firſt formed, then Eve, and in 1 Cor. 
|. that he Woman was iE avdeos of the Man, i. e. 
hed out of him; which manifeſtly ſuppoſes 
Ntory of Eve's Formation out of Adam's Rib, 
ure been literally true; tho' You with your 
Interpreters would have it wholly Allegorical. 
bleſſed Saviour in Matt. xix. when he had 
Moſes's Words concerning the Divine In- 
tion of Marriage, For this Cauſe ſball a Man 
Father and Mother, and ſhall cleave to his Wife ; 
bey twain ſhall be one Fleſh z draws this Infe- 
from thoſe Words, Wherefore they are na 
wain but one Fleſh: What therefore God has 
i together, let no Man put aſunder; building 
argument plainly upon the Letter of what 
= had faid, and afferting his Words to be the 
ids of God, Again in John viii. 44. he ſays 
the Devil was 4 Murderer from the beginnings 
lde not in the Truth, and St. Paul ſays, 2 Cor. 
„that the Serpent beguiled Eve thro" his Sub- 
: Both in plain Allufion (I think) to the Li- 
Account which Moſes gives us that a Lye 
H z was 


aſe it will ſhew the Raſhneſs of what you + 


— 


[ 60 
was told when the Serpent ſaid ye ſhall nat 
die, by which he cauſed the Ruin of our 21 

Tents, and was 4 Murderer from the beginning , 4 

theſe' two Paſſages prove at the ſame time that 

Serpent which thus ſpoke to them was anim: 

and actuated by the Devil. Nay the very Cir 

ſtance of Eve's being deceived by the Serpent, 
afterwards having perſuaded her Husband to 
of the Fruit, is literally underſtood by St. Paul 
I Tim. ii. 14. where he ſays that Adam was 
deceived, but the Woman being deceived was in 

Tranſereſſion, i. e. tho*' both of them tranſgre 

yet it was the Woman only which was ty 

into the Tranſgreſſion by the Serpent. | 

I lay the greater Streſs upon theſe Paſſage 
the New Teſtament, becauſe in almoſt all 
them an Argument is drawn, for the Proo 
ſamething in Queſtion, from the literal Sto 
which would never have been done, if Ct 
and his Apoſtles had not fully, believed it, 
which it wauld have been abſurd to | 

done, if they had underſtood (as you do) 4 

Eve and the Serpent to mean in an Allegory, « 

the (a) Mind of Man, the outward 2 and 

or Pleaſure. 1 Ry 
Upon the whole then of this Queſtion Ith 

Sir, that as reaſonable Men we may, and th: 

Chriſtians we muſt allow the Literal Story of 

Creation and Fall of Mau to be a true one. 

II. I come now to the other important Queſt 
which your Cavils have made it wy | to 
mine, bether the Religion and Laws of Mok 

a Divine Origin or nat. V 

You plead, p. 45. for the Suppoſition of 


Degree of Fiction as neceſſary to vhe ſolving the M 
5 ee The 4 
(a) Letter, p. 21. iriftiar 


L 6x 1 = | 


lues of the Moſaic Writings z and this immedi» 


of for ly after you have quoted Euſebius as aſſerting 

no ; n is {be Books of Moles there are infinite Ex- 
that s of this kind of Fiftions contrived for the Bene» 
ini: of 7s Multitude. Thus by pleading for the 
Cir lowance of ſome Degree of iction, and including | 
ent, Whine. Examples under that Degas, and at the 
d to Ine time not caring to let us know what part 


your Opinion is free from Fiction; you give 
je, Sir, and all that I have talk'd with on the 
beet too much Reafon for ſuſpecting that your 
ntiments on this head are ſuch as you cannot 
keently own: You declare indeed, p. 45. that the 
vine Origin of the Law and Inſpiration of Moſes 
ut to be reſolued into Fiction and Political Lying : 
hit with this Declaration there are many Paſla- 
x of your Defence that cannot poſlibly be re- 
mciled : I ſhall therefore look upon it as ne- 
eſary on this occaſion to vindicate, againſt what 
u have ſaid, the Truth of the J»/piration of 


to ſoles and the Divine Origin of his Law. 251 
o) 4 hut before I begin this, it is proper to take 
ory, Nice of the Quotations which you have brought 


} countenance Political Lying, and to ſhew that 
tes himſelf practiſed it. eb 

Plate and Plutarch are two of your Authori- 
Is in, favour of Political Lying: the Paſſages 
mauced from both of them are miſrepreſented, 
could eaſily ſhew : but it is ſcarcely worth 
tile; for they are Heathen Authorities, and you 
e welcome to them: I could more than double 
Number of ſuch Advocates for ſuch a Cauſe. 
ut are we Chriſtians to form our Sentiments 
bm the Heathen Moraliſts, when one end of 
riſtiagity was to rectify and improve their Mo- 
lity? 
The Authorities, which you produce from the 
iſtian Writers, deſerve indeed a diſtinct Con- 

| ſideration: 


[ 6 ] 

fideration: For you have diſcovered Clemey; 
Alexandria and Euſebius as ſaying that Plato's . 
tion of the Uſe and Neceſſity of Publick Falls, , 
Lyes was ſuggeſted by what he had obſerved in ib 
Practice and Example of ' Moſes, Let us ſee hoy 
vou make this out. . 0 
Lou dite, p. 45. Clemens as ſpeaking of the 4 
of Governing, and ſaying, that the Ends of Goum 
ment are to be ſerved by perſuading, or forcing, « 
injuring— or doing what is juſt, or lying, or lin 
the Truth as different Circumſtances require : Exan 
ples of all which and how to uſe each of them mi 
perly, the Greeks 10 their great Advantage han 
borrowed from Moſes. Thus you have repreſente 
the Senſe of Clemens in this Paſſage, very difk 
rently from the true Senſe of the Author, as 
ſhall fully ſhew. - There are many juſt Objection 
to be made to the ſeveral Parts of your 'Tranſl 
tion; but I ſhall wave them, and argue only up 
on the general Meaning and Intent of the Pa 
 fage. Clemens had been particularizing Moſer 
Character as a Lawgiver, a Prophet, a Philoſophr 
and a General in this Place he comes to conſide 
him as a General, and therefore what he here ſay 
is not about the Art of Governing, but the A 
and Skill of a General, a thing of another Natur 
than Political Conduct. He repreſents (a) tif 
Skill of a General as conſiſting in Caution, Bold 
neſs, and ſomething that is a Mixture of both 
next, he inſtances in the ſeveral Means of ſerving 


P_4 8 
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(a) Ihe tviye) 73 coorryiue Teig, dopdrd, bg! 
Aw X) To t % MIK]O — re 5 undpte w en 
N N ve 5 ob Soles —— X) uro d u Ti 
oiv owls x7) F euroy ye Tante 5 oupray]e Y 7 
wo; $4 xp Terwy indi pg Moves Nhe EAN 
&galw?), Strom, I. p. 417. ; 


chel 


| . 
* tee three Ends; among which he reckons Lying 
1 0 


e o, one: and then he concludes with ſaying that 
5 Ni wmples of all theſe the Greeks to their great Ad- 
* 1 untage ba ve borrowed from Moſes. By the Words 


il theſe, Clemens ſeems to have intended Caution, 
nei, &c. But if they refer to the ſeveral 

leans enumerated, of which Jing is one; yet 
is plain that Clemens is not — here of 
hat, is practiſed towards Subjects, but towards 
mies or neighbouring States: and it is ſtill 
kiner that he is not ſpeaking of. the Art of Go- 
ming a People by Laws but of the Art of Var, 
the Office, Skill, and Conduct of a General. 
ſhis is confirmed by the Words of Clemens, which 
mediately follow your Quotation: (a) For 
rating this Matter (lays he) I will produce one 
two Examples of his Skill as a General and 


> hoy 


he 4 
rO0Very 
ing, 7 

belli 
Exan 
m pr 
e ba 
eſentec 
diff 


r, as 


dar en he ſets forth the Inſtance of Moſes's March 
15 ut of Egypt; he repreſents him as making a 
2 pi ew of taking the the neareſt way to Paleſtine z 


it, when he had advanced a little that way, 


ys teeling off to the Right on a ſudden, and leading 
rt 105 people directly to the Red Sea. From this In- 
Zo fa ce it appears, that Clemens by Lying means (5) 


he A ing in War, or what we commonly call Stra- 


Nato” falſe Marches, falſe Lights, Spies, c. 
) i all the other Arts of deceiving an 'Enemy. 
4 zuuu get this Paſſage you have produced to ſhew, 
31:4 i” Plato borrowed from Moſes his Notion of the 


ſervins 


1 1 — 3 


— 


0 Tums 5 Evexey v 7 * Juris mund ij c⁊ Dae 
gegr. as 5 
(a) Hence the Military Terms Ido and JAL ere d ge: 


„ Ne 


lle en e - 

4 il thus, when the Trojans were diſcovered to have Grecian 
Je x en, Virgil ſays | 
ENA | ——primi clypeos mentitaque tela 


Agnoſcunt Danai, En. I. 2. v. 422. 5 


Us 


cheſt 


* 


61. 


eo and Neceſſity of Publick Fabks or Toes " det 
— more religiouſly altarh'4 10 an ena, of 
' the Laws. 9 | K 
4 Ft 93 have alted an more unſit fi 
ou repreſent him 47. as' ſaying that 5; Wy 
Books of Moſes ' there os infinite Examples of i 1 
kind of Filtiows contrived f the Benefit of th N do 
ti ude. 7 why do you quote this Author ſo 
as to leave out the very Words v 
explain 1 Meaning? The Examples whith 
brings from Soripture in Proof of what he 
ſaid, are ſuch Expreſſions (4) as repreſent ( 
to be Jaalous, Angry, and to exert other 5 
Paſſions. And is 1 ere the leaſt Reſernblarce 
tween the true Senſe of Exſebius, and that wh 
quote him for? 
Thus much concerning g your urious Au 
ties for Political Lying for t kae 


as ſuppoſed to be bs borrowed from Moſes, 


he Reader will obſerve that you have ys 

care to expreſs any Abhorrence or even Diflik 

ſuch Publick Frauds, tho you haye take 
much pains not only to find out but to make ane 

thorities for countenancing them. Pair 

Let us come now to the Caſe of Foſepbus — 
the Paſſage out of his Difcourſe againſt 
Book 11. Chap. 16. which I once called 


3 Quotation, and ſhall now pro 


your Mafter-piece of Reaſoning too. 
| de de Paſſage lies before the Reader in my 


Ply and in your Defence too: where you ow 


(a) Mofia S as $upino el T010h ra 3 o& *ECpaior yealiru: 
&y <td 53 Ge Cnazv]Or, i o, i N 5 Ye, 
arnus driporrraviory wixoule, zr watheig = cou 
rede Tb aaprrnuive. Euſeb. Prep. Bvanyg, |. 12 
- 


r 
eck you Franſlation of thoſe Places, in which 


go .d that you! bad! ſtumbled and fallen into 
ies; and now what is it that you do? Why, 
ungen til} bold faſt the Iaſerencr. which you for- 
it % de from this Paſſage, and refolve. to 
es of Mp" Ai, n or any Man! elſe, that Toſephus 
4% does not nfiſt upon any Supernatural of Divine 


ity of Moles, hut puts him upon the ſame foot 
Minos and other Laugivers of Greece, and 

tim the Preference only on the Compariſon for 
ſrior Excellency of his Eaws a) and you 
wlleed. from his Antiquities, at his real Sen- 
fr of the Divine: Inſpiration of Moſes are very 
liferent from what they are in this Paſſage 


or {01 
as wh 
which 
it he 
ent ( 
er ht 


ance 64: 

= e contrary of all this I think my ſelf able 
Aue clearly; and hope to convince any un- 
Ky liced Reader; if I ſhew, what the View of 


& was in writing: his: Antiquities of the Fews; 


ee ge Ann particularly chin 
AI | | gion, particularly that part 
Ln Diſpute; it I ſhew further, That your Inter- 
takel on of it contains ſeveral viſibleDifficulties and 


ditiesz That, notwithſtanding all you have ſaid 
plain'd to the contrary; Joſephus does there 
5 ſhew' that he believed: Moſes's Divine Au- 


make 


92 7 1; and laſtly, That very many Paſſages may be 


ed from thoſe and other Works of his; which 
r and expreſs Terms declare for Moſes's In- 
and the 1 of the Jewiſh Law. 
begin with the firſt: It is plain that nei- 
tis Books of the Antiquities nor thoſe againſt 
were written with any view to make Con- 
to Judaiſin; but only to give the Greeks, 
iefly. the Romans,. a favourable Opinion of 
wiſh Nation. Conſider the Condition in 


alled 
v prot 


in my 
e you 


ov e 

2 

7 ⁰ E | 

g. l. 12. PV. p. 26. ) Def. p. 40. 
m | I 
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whick 


Were 


J 


| - 1. 
which Joſephus then ſtood; a'Penſioner of 
| Roman Court, a Jew at the Mercy of Heathe 
enjoying his Maintenance, his Liberty, and ey 
his Life wholly · by their Favour; his Coun 
ruined, his Country- men every where ſcatte 
and diſtreſſed, and odious above all other Peo 
in the Univerſe. In ſuch Circumſtances lik 
Lover of his Nation and Religion, he ſet hi 
ſelf to writing that he might vindicate the At 

5 of his Nation, the Excellency of its Fq 
of Government, and the Purity of its Worſ 
and Religion. And at ſuch a time, under { 
Diſadvantages, would it have been thought 
dent in him, would it have been Safe For | 
to have inſiſted ſtrongly on the Reality of 
ſes's Miracles, and the Divine Authority of 
ye Religion? Would if have been Wies 

ave preſs'd thoſe things ſo far as to expect 
his Readers ſhould and muſt acknowledge 
Truth of them? ſuch an Attempt would 
been no leſs than an open Diſparagement of 
Roman Religion, and of their Laws too, wi 
were borrowed from the Grecian Lawgivers. 

For this reaſon it was that in many Parts 
his Antiquities, when he had related a Mirack 
particularly that of the Paſſage of the 1/ra 
thro' the Red Sea), he leaves his Readers, 
Hathens, to think of it as they ple: 
without exacting from them any full Beliei 
the Story. Herodotus does the ſame freque! 
and uſes the ſame way of expreſſing himſelf 
Foſephus does,' even upon Points, where he 
clares his own Opinion and Belief. Plutarch | 
wiſe in the Life of Numa, when he had expre 
his full Belief of Numa's real Inſpiration, and 

acquainted his Readers that there was ano! 
Story which repreſented it as a thing preten 
only, ſays Tharda xe, the way is broad, 


=] 
r of every one think of this Matter as he plea- 
r 8 
nd ei Joſephys in his Books againſt Apion had the 
Coun i e Views as in his Antiguities; but beſides them 
bad the Objections of the Adverſaries of the 
p; to anſwer and refute: Such as deny'd the 
tiquity of his Nation he replies to in the firſt 
ok againſt Apion; and in the ſecond after hav- 
examined ſome other unjuſt Clamours, which 


its F vain Author had rais'd againſt the Jes, he 
Worſſ proceeds to confute the Calumnies of Apollo- 
der i Molo, who had repreſented Moſes as a De- 
ght Pe and Impoſtor, and his Laws as making Men 


We inflead of better. What ſhould Joſephus have 
ke in Anſwer to this heavy Charge? Should he 
e drawn out a long Liſt of Moſes's Miracles, 
[have urged theſe againſt Objectors, who were 


pet only Heathens but prejudiced Perſons? No, 
edge [takes a Method more likely to ſucceed : he 
uld by that he was going to tread on very dange- 
nt of e ground, and that the Compariſon which he 
o, WI obliged to make between the Jewiſh Laws 


| thoſe Laws which his Readers were gover- 
by, was at beſt an Invidious thing; and there- 


Liracle Wt by a prudent and dextrous Preface he en- 
fa ours to prepare the way for his Vindication 
lers, Wl Moſes and the Jewiſh Laws: Twice at leaſt he 
y ple ogizes for the Compariſon which he makes; 


" BelichWhys it (4) upon Neceſſity, Self-defence, and 


requeM Importunity of the Jewiſh Adverſaries. And 
nimſellche he might hope that the Reader was thus 
ere he {ined and won to the favourable fide, he be- 
tarch N with obſerving two things; (c) The one, that 

| * Nations as had lived the longeſt under Laws 

n, and | | 

s ano N " FL 
any Fo „„ 


12 and 


/ 


l 
and good Wini were the civili | 
Abel, that all Nations were Ander — 
their Form of Gayerament 0 be yery Anci 
He then ſhews that Moſes was more Ancient th; 
any of the Erecan Lawgivers, and from then 
proceeds to compare the Jewiſh Laws with tha 
ofthe Heathen Nations. In his Account of Mel 
he wholly omits the mention af his Miracle 
which, tor the Reaſons before aſſign d, it vol 

ot have been N en him 10 have inſiſted e 
ut he aſſerts the Divine Authority of Mi 
and UE for it firſt from the Greatneſs and 1 
intereſtedneſs of his Actions, and then from ti 
Advantage which his Laws had on the Compu 
on with thoſe of Mixes and the other Lawgine 
From both which he himſelf drew this Concluks 
and intended to inſinuate it into his Readers, th 
Moes was no Deceiver or Impoſtor, but one u 
reaſonably believ'd that he had Cod for his Guida 
Counſeller. This is the plain Senſe and Subſta 
of the Place now under Examination. 
Let us next {ec what Difficulties and Ablun 
ties you are forded upon in your way of und 
ſtanding the Paſſage; which (according to jt 
P. 26.) put Moles upon the very ſame foot with \ 
nos aud 2 other 1 and gives him the # 
Frexce, only on the Compariſon for the ſuperiar l 
ene of bis Lens. a W 
Joſephus lays of Moſes, that he thought it m 
fary above all a inſtill into the People 4 
tion of his doing all things agreeable to tbe Wil 
God: Upon this you tell us, p. zz. That Joſt 


* 


ccmuld nos here intend to perſuade us, that ibis: 
done by the help of real Miracles, hut by pretending 
Miracles where there really were none, and by dec 
ing the People by a Shew of fomething like them: 
an Opinion that they were actually doue. Accord 
to this Explanation of the Words, "_— 
„ % vs mk ta Ee, 5 : ext 


1691 


a u. gain Defence does Joſepbut make of Mo- 
ſentih ? How likely was it to take off the Objections 


an Adverſary, whoſe very Cry againit Moſes 
nt tha, that he was a Deceiver and Impofor? Nay 
the ac th Comment makes Joſephus own it, even while 
h thai denying it; for from theſe Words, which 
f M explain as implying Deceit in Moſes, he pre- 
iracely after draws this Inference, that Moſes was 
vou Deceiver, no Impoſtor. : | 
ted Min p. 33. you explain Foſephns's Words wot an 
whor, to mean one who did not deceive them for 
; Gain and Advantage, but who having formed 
left body of Laus, had the beſt Pretence to deceive 
| \ Prople with the Notion of bis being affifted by 
given p. 36. So that according to your way of ex- 
clue ung Foſenbus's Mind, Moſes was not a De- 
rs, er, cho a Deceiver, becauſe he was a Deceiver 
their Good. This new Notion of Deceit 
vide anus would have heartily abhorred ; and per- 
ubſtaWs the Perſon, who ſhould have imputed it 
2 Him, he would have handled like another 


f unde 


ncien 


gun you ſay, p. 34 that hardly a Greek of 
to believed their Lawgovers to be really inſpired , 
with Nat they admired was, that they had the Addreſs 
the v ſuade the People that thoſe Laws were dictated 
iure Gods So that among the People there was 

ö ly Man of Senſe, it ſeems: this will never 
it mclicved, tho? we have your Word for it; un- 
de a peu will undertake to prove that by Believing 
Mil forfeited their Character of Senſe: and after 
t Joſe may'nt one ask where the great Addreſs 
this A cdeſe Lawgivers was, who could perſuade 
inge but Fools to receive their Laws as Divine? 
che Number of Difficulties, to which your Ex- 
ation of Jeſepbus's Words reduces you, I reckon 
cord tranſlating Ocexpariay amridats, by he made his 
ernment a Theooracy, p. 37. whereas it plainly 

„„ ſignifies 


_ ſame import with dice, and Joſephus ſays 


Cod Eternal? | ee ng 


[50] 
ſignifies here what the old Latin Interpreter n Hus, 
dered it declaravit, he declared it to be, be # 


poſed and delivered it as a Theocracy, You ask wh = | 
ther it is in the power of any Mortal to make a Tl. th 


ocracy ? No certainly, unleſs by Divine Warra 
But when the Words are rendered as above, thi 
are very far from clinching the whole, as you 

preſs it. They ſhew nothing of any authoritat 
Act or Deed in Moſes, but that of a Deputy 
ly; not that he made, but only. promulged the Lay 
which he gave to the People; ſignifying to the 
that God himſelf intended to preſide over the 
vernment. The Word &Tiqyys is exactly of t 


little lower, that Moſes amiqyve ®tov ]“ 
clared God to have been from all Eternity : would 
not be abſurd here to tranſlate it, as if Moſes m 


But enough of theſe : I could enlarge the Numt 
conſiderably, but thus much may ſerve as Specin 
for the Reader's peruſal, while I haſten to t 
next Point which was to ſhew that in this ve 
Paſſage Joſephus aſcribes a Divine Authority to | 
ſes's Laws, and puts him upon a different foot fre 
Minos and the other Grecian Lawgivers, in ot. 
reſpects beſides that of the Compariſon of th 
Laws. Let us firſt conſider the Words, he rea 
ably believed that he had God for his Guide 
ovuBzrov Counſeller. I ask you, Sir, whether! 


Word ev;uBzNos here does not imply an adi real 
Communication of the Will of God? whether na; 
any good Greek Author the mere acting agreca lt ea/] 
to the preſum'd Will of any Man, be enough 21th 
denominate that Man a ovuBzNcs in that Matt a Dor 
oviBeNdiav, when ſpoken of Equals, ſignifies any 
give Advice; when of Superiors (as here), to n the 


municate their Mind or Will, and conſequently 
be the Authors of that in which they are * 


. 7 1 
fence to his Heathen Readers, who had tece; 
thoſe Laws as given from Heaven. 

In farther proof of tliis Point ; Dinkfted in, 
firſt Reply (and till do) upon t 
intended by Joſenbus to mean a boaſting with 
foundation for it, and to infinuate covertly i 
the Inſpirarion of Minos and: the other Lawgis 
was only a pretonurd one. Fhis I aſſert to be: 
common and uſual, the firſt and proper Senſe 
the Word: But you (a) call this beben chil 
and ridiemlous, and 2 hy that from the uſe of 
grage and common ' Senſe augen, when: apply 

Bere) to Men famous in their Generations, cax | 
no other Senſe thaw to be ppoud off or celthratr v 1 
Praiſe. Strange. that you conkd: thus miſ 
the Conſtruction here is not abyBor Mive, ban 
AE. Miva Yee: where" this 2 Verd is 
with another of the. Infinitive Mood; and 
Word ade in ſuch Conſtruction _ fonih 
tnaff of. a thing without het The 
firſt Example of the Se 2 in "Steph. I. 
con een l that Thurydides hs the Word ſo; 
ben they have beaten ' ſome of us, they 75% 

pretend) that they have routed"ns all. but acct 

ing to your way of conſtruing, it is, 17 

proud of us all, they celebrate us all with 

Phat ain this paffuge was intended by) 

phus to imply a pretente only, appears from 
uſing the Word to o Fey ſo (c) elſewhere; 

more plainly from comparing what is ſaid aft 

wards of Minos and the other Lawgivers v 

what was faid before of Moſes. Of Moſes he 

neu red declar'd that he mat God for 
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(a) Def. p. 34. 
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(e) Ie 5 7 Arad, T3 de ALY eu- eu yovlov ape 
Ta, &c, Contr, Apion. I. 1..C, 4 7 


wwſellerz of Minos and the others he makes a 
pubt, whether they had a divine immediate Af- 


d in Mt:nce, or only pretended to it; fo that Joſe- 
en, conſiſtently with himſelf, could not make 
- wii: Compariſon between what Moſes and They 
ty ee; but only between what He was, and They 
Wert or pretended to b. 
obe ftbeſe three Proofs then, drawn from the Paf- 
Senſe be in Diſpute hetvyeen us, are ſufficient to over- 
cu ow your Aſſertion, That Joſenbus does not here 
of he a Divine Authority to Moſes, but puts him 
0's Win the [ame foot with Minos and the other Laws 


1 eq. | : ; | 5 4 4 
[I now come to the laſt Point, which will 


mi mdantly ſtrengthen the preceding Proofs, and 
oh ty that Joſephus in this Diſcourſe againſt Apion 
se in his other Works has fully, explicitely and 


ently declar'd his Belicf of Moſes's Inſpiration 


uin te Divine Origin of his Law. | 

g n the firſt Book againſt Apion, he ſays, that 

8 be Prophets, the only Writers of the Sacred 
70 , when they wrote of the ancient times learn'd 


Account by Divine Inſpiration : that (6) the 
III. Books, which make up the Jewiſh Canon, 
pe juſtly believ'd to be Divine ones; five of which 
r written by Moſes z and that (c) God gave Teſs 
wny to the Virtue and Excellency of Moſes. 

In his Antiquities, Joſephus . himſelf ſtill 


woe” iner on the Article of Moſes's Inſpiration and 
ers wt Divine Authority of the Law : mentioning the 
25 be | | CE}, 


% Mivoy Tov Tenants Td dvr %ο x) dpycuiTaTH Kar 
7 exirvj, V Sao O88 Na- Nb. c. 7. | 

0 Ayo wore, res axo00t BAN. Ta Tails xe I 
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Commandments which Moſes receiv'd from Ge 
he ſays, that. (a) the Handwriting of them 9 
God's. When he deſcribes what-happen'd at 
giving of the. Law from Mount Sinai, he 6 


(6) that the Thunders and Lightnings ſhew'd i. 
Cod was preſent and he ſays, (c) that all the M 
Beard the Voice (of God) from Heaven, pronoun Ir 
all the Commandments, which Moſes left with Me 
in the two Tables of Stone. When he repreſefir;.c 
Moſes as about to deliver his Laws to the peo ber 
he makes him ſay that (4) they were ſuch a. lip 
had diftated to him; and that Joſephus him bre 
thought the ſame of them with what Moſes . 
appears both from what he adds ſoon after, . 
Moſes publiſhed his Laws to the People (e) as repre 
bad received each of them from God : and from Re 
ſpeaking (F) elſewhere in the ſame Words, 0 , 
Wing that God dictated to Moſes the Laus ul ms, 
he enacted. To ſupport this farther as the d! 
Sentiment of 7o/ephus, it is remarkable that WW! my 
| ſpeaks, in another place, of ſome who (g) Wille m 
uo good- will to the eus, and yet confeſſed, ibu Kiquil 
was God who had eſtabliſhed their Government H ckar 
means of Moſes. Eons; : ed « 
In his Diſcourſe upon the Machabees, he cc bes, | 
mends Eleazar and the ſeven Brethren for ſuffi ;; 
| | c I 
ET 29 r 3 Wys t. 
(a) H xd d Em veer? 5% O57. Antiq. I. 3. e. 5. Scfiſiires t 
(5) "Fay F wapeoiay Oe. l. 3. c. 5. Sect. 2. de Ac 
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—_ . - 
Om ne moſt cruel Death rather than depart from 
hem ie Laws of God; and breaking out into a pathe- 
d at WM Admiration of Eleazar's Conftancy, he calls 
he all 2 Lover of the Divine Mord: and indeed 


w'd 1; whole Diſcourſe upon the Machabees has nei - 
the Force nor Senſe in it, if Joſepbus had not 
o_ ly believed the Jewiſh Laws, for which they 
18 8 


fer d, to be of Divine Authority. 

Theſe Paſſages (a few out of many) may ſuffice 
bew the Raſnneſs of your Aſſertion, or the 
koligence of your reading, who profeſs, p. 49. 
have collected even from Joſephus's Books of An- 


ofes une, that bis real Sentiments of the divine Inſpi- 
ter, tion of Moſes was very little different from what 
( e vreſented above, i. e. that they were againſt 
rom 


Reality of ſueh Inſpiration, and aſcribed it 

to pretence only; for this is all which you, it 

v5 ens, are able to gather from the above-men- 
ud Paſſage in the Book againſt Apion. 

Imuſt not here omit 2 Gr 

je made, pag. 40. from thoſe Books of Fewiſh 

Wquitiesz and which you ſeem to look upon as 


ed one at leaſt of the Miracles, recorded by 
Jes, to have been really and ſtrictly effefted by 
W, in the very manner, that the literal Text im- 
. It is in what follows the Story, which Jo- 
dus tells, of the miraculous Paſſage of the / 
kites thro' the Red Sea according to the Scrip- 
| Wt Account of it; after which he adds, Let no 
.be ſurpriz'd at the ſtrangeneſs of this, that an 
% On and innocent People ſhould find a Way opened 

F tveir Eſcape thro" the Sea, either by the Mill of 


ä 
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uotation, which you - 


clear proof, that Joſephus could not have be- 


7 Tl 
God, or u airuatoy of its own actord z fince in 
- dike Gaſe as it were of Tefterday the Pamphilian 5 
- vetir'd before Alexander, and opened him a Paſiy 
(a) when God bad determined to put an end 10 
Perſian Empire. From whence you infer, p, And 
that Joſephus could not believe the abſolute In ene 
tion of the Sacred Writings, becauſe (as you thin 
he left it in doubt, whether this Fact bad any ti ii 
miraculous in it or not but nothing in this Pali 
fage, rightly confidered, ſatisfies me that he ſpei bi 
of this matter as a doubtful Point with Himfelf.- 
the preceeding Section, he fays, that the Je 
() bad God viſibly affiſting them. this is direct. 
aſſerting the Miracles: and whatever Joſep! 
meant by agroaroy, yet thus much is certai 
that he looked upon God as directing and int 
poling in both Caſes, in the Paſſage of the I s, 
kites thro* the Red Sea, and of Alexander thro' ti 
Pamphilian Sea; for of this laſt, he ſays, God N © 
wving determined, &c. So that what happened Wi 
Alexander was (according to Foſephus ) in con 
quence of that Divine Reſolution ; and this 19 
ly enough ſuppoſes an eſpecial Providence of Gt 
in Alexander's Caſe. Some are of Opinion, th 
the Words ar: x7, I Pzryoi Ges, firs xar' w tte | 
far, may be he Sb B-ar; not as oppoſing a Ml 
racle to a Natural Cauſe ; but as implying ones 
ſome difference in the manner of the Divine 1p 
terpoſition : But if not, they muſt be allow'd | 
mean, not that Fo/ephus doubted about the 7 
racle, but that he would not inſiſt upon it (hh Kcal 
he firmly believ'd it) to thoſe of his Readers wl 
were ready enough to diſpute it, and perhaps | 
dicule it. For if Joſepbus had himſelf doubted of ii or 
Miracle, he need not have call'd upon his R 
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„ 

n wot to be ſurpriz'd at the Strangeneſi of it; he 
abt better — confeſſed, — Sew no- 
ns frenge in it, nothing but what was owing 
your accidental Concurrence of natural Cauſes. 
And. here it muſt not be forgotten that you 
tend to have found Philo in the very ſame way 


n in ; 1. e. expreſſing a Doubt whether Moſes 
rived his Laws from God or not. The Words 
Philo which you produce, pag. 41. are theſes 
ute ver he dictated to them, whether he contrived 
invented it himſelf,” or had received it from the 
h, they imputed it all to God. This is one Paſ- 
kt, from whence you inſinuate, that it is rea+ 
we to allow ſome Liberty of thinking as to the 
wmty of the Sacred Books, pag. 42. But Philo's 
as, when rightly conſidered, give no Colour 
my ſuch Allowance. They are part of a Frag- 
it of that Author preſerved by Euſebius; and 
ius tells us, that Philo is here defending the 
ks againſt their Accuſers. Philo begins with 
jung, (a) We will confider Moſes, if you pleaſe, 
Mering in nothing from other Men: i. e. as not 
ing any Divine Aſſiſtance. Having thus ſet him 
be loweſt, he argues, that he muſt have been an 
kellent Man, becauſe of the many great and wiſe 
ings which he did for the Benefit of the Peo- 


themſelves ſo unanimouſly to his Conduct for 
a length of Years, and amidſt ſuch preſſing 
Mculties, as they met with in the Wilderneſs : 
he infers, that either they muſt have been a 
var traftable and civiliz'd People in their Na- 
h or they muſt have been rendered ſuch by the 
Midence of God: and which ſoever (ſays he) of 


| 7 | IR 
(a) wo s hey F nnd, ei g, qu, h. Euſeb. Prep, 
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the 


thinking, as you-repreſent Foſephus to have 


Then he ſpeaks of the Jews, who ſubmit- 
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[78] 
the two Suppofitions . you will tale, it ill tupy 
for 'the Honour and Credit of the Jets. And th 
in the Faſſage under Examination, he conclud 
with ſaying, that (a) whatever Moſes difated 
them, whether be contrived it himſelf, or receivel 
from the Deity to give them, the Jeus now inn 
it all to God, tho above 2000 Nears are paſſed; ll 
have not alter d ſo much as one Word of » 
be left in Writing, and would die many Deaths 
ther than alt contrary to the Laus and Ciifh 
which he eftabliſhed, You ſee here, that Phj 
Point was not to give his Opinion about the! 
vine Authority of Moſes; but to ſhew the Vir 
of his Nation, which ſo early ſubmitted to Lay 
and ſo long adhered to them: and this was equi 
ly proved, whether Moſes had a Divine Autho 
ty, or not; it was proved even upon the Supp 
fition ( which Philo made for the ſake of Arg 
ment only) that Moſes differed in nothing f 
other Men, with reſpect to any ſupernatural A 
tance. Let this Paſſage therefore, thus groſly m 
repreſentedz. be no more brought in fayour of 
lowing Chriſtians a Liberty 95 thinking, &c. 
let, them rather remember that Philo's Sentime 
about Moſes's Inſpiration may be clearly { 
when he ſays, that Moſes (V) was taught un 

the moſt abſtruſe Parts of natural Knowledge ) 
Anſwers of God; that (c) he wrote the Sacred Bl 
from the Dictates of God; that be ſpake by a1 

vine Spirit; and that bis Laws were truly and rt 


Iy Divine ones. 
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gut enough of this: we have ſeen from'Joſe- 
ys profels'd Deſign in compoſing his ſeveral 
Forks, that his Buſineſs was not to inſiſt, too 
ich upon the Miracles of Moſes; That in the 


778 ſige (which I have been examining) your In- 
cerved A dretation of it carries great Difficulties, and 
7 - ro Abſurdities along with it: That the Paſſage | 


lf, well conſidered, ſpeaks in fayour of the 
line Authority of the Moſaic Law; and that ma- 
other Paſſages in Joſephus's Books againſt Apion 
din his Jewiſn Antiquities are expreſs and clear 
the fame Purpoſe. 3 pts 

There remains nothing therefore, to ſhew that 


0 a: ought not 10 entertain moderate and qualified 
—_ wiments about the Divine Origin of the Jewiſh 


5 *) and the Inſpiration of its Founder Moſes, ex- 
TO vr the Teſtimony of Chrift and his Apoſtles, Who 


ka, preſly aſſert it, as I am going to ſhew. And 
is f Teſtimony of Theirs muſt be allow'd as ſuf- 


mat Proof by you, who in pag. 4. declare your 
fs irue Friend to Chriſtianity; and therefore I 
ul conclude theſe Sheets with ſhewing that 
pe Sentiments, which you ſometimes propoſe 
Jiſephus's, but which by pleading for openly 
ll earneſtly, and even by approving and re- 
mnending to your Readers you make your 


: bs Wn, are directly contrary to what we are taught 
Wy 4 he Books of the New Teſtament, which as a 
by 4 tian you muſt believe to be Sacred and Di- 


b 


the Writers of the New Teſtament do very 
rn appeal to the Books of Moſes as containing 
t only Types but (a) Propheſies of our Saviour, 
repreſent our Saviour himſelf as inſiſting up- 


| Luke XXiv. 27, 44. Jehn i. 45. Ads iii. 22. XXvi. 22, and 
u. 23. . 5 


on 


N | [8] 
on the ſame kind of Proof to ſhew that he 
(a) the Prophet foretold by Moſes; the plain Coy 
quence of which is that Moſes was inſpir'd, 
Our Saviour builds () an Argument for 
Reſurrection of the Dead upon the Literal I 
of God's really appearing to Moſes in the bun 
Buſh and ſaying, I am the God of Abraham, | 
which Words he calls God's Words, and v 
if they had not been, his Argument would! 
been unconcluſive. The miraculous Paſſage 
the Hfraelites thro* the Red Sea is acknowledgel 
the Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews (c) 
ſays 'that by Faith they paſſed thro* the Red Se 
by dry Land; where the Miracle is neceſſarily | 
ply'd in that Paſſage and is aſcribed to I 
The ſame Writer ſays, that God (d) /pake t | 
ſes and to the Fews from the top of Sinai, andt 
his Voice ſhook the Earth. We are told that 
Moſes was admoniſhed by God, when he was abo 
make the Tabernacle, to make all things according 
the Pattern ſbew'd him in the Mount. It is 
that the Je (F) Law was ordained by 4 
in the hand of a Mediator (Moſes), and that it Mur! 
the (g) Word ſpoken by Angels. Our Saviourc 
one of thoſe Ten Commandments, which Mee 
firſt delivered to the Fews, the Commanamen 
God, (H) and the Word of God. And the Lav" 
Moſes, by which the Judges were to detem e 
Cauſes, he calls (i) the Word of God. St. N 
citing one of the Laws, viz. ( k) Thou ſoalt 1 0 
mu le the Mouth of the Ox that treadeth ou Wine 
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5 
. (a) Fohn v. 46, 47. 63) Matth, xxii. 31, 32. 
(e) Hebr. xi, 30. (d) Hebr, xii. 16, 25, 26. 
(e) Hebr. viii. 3. ) Gal. iii. 19. (g) Heb. ii. 2. 
(h) Mark vii. 9, 13, (i) Fohnx.35, 0 L 
ien. 9. | 00 ., 


er] 
a by, plainly affirms the Divine Origin of it in 
ain Co hat he adds, Does God take care for Oxen? and 


d. Me whole Law of Moſes, his Code or Body of 
at for Mus, is frequently ſtiled (a) the Law of the Lord, 
eral Tu bears the Title of (4) the Oracles of God. | 
1e bum You profeſs, p. 72. to think it a Point funda- 
ham, Wii's! and neceſſary to be believed by all Chriſtians, 
1d wh while. a Man is under the actual Influence and 
ould Hon of the Holy Ghoſt, he muſt at the ſame time be 
Paſſage alle and [uperior to all Error, or elſe Chriftianity 
vledgeſ t bs defended. This you ſay with reſpect to | 
ſtat St. Stephen taught in Act. vii. when full of 


Holy Ghoſt; and that this is a fundamental 
in, I readily. agree (with Exception only as to 


to mention of fuch Facts, as are not recorded in 
ke to Mpture, and have no relation in the leaft to that 
„ and i oitrine, for the teaching of which St. Stephen 
that N ße, with the Holy Ghoſt) However as you 
as abu no Exception to be made, and hold St. Ste- 
cord to have been then ſaperior to all Error, give 


lave to offer his Teſtimony upon the Point 
(Queſtion, as what muſt fatisfy You and does 
ately fatisfy Me, becauſe it relates to Points 


It is! 
by 4 
hat it 


viour e ich have a Connexion with Chriſtianity. 

1 Moen i. Stephen then full of the Holy Ghoſt, declares 
nume at (c the Angel of God appeared to Moles 
e Lay tt Buſb, that God ſent him to be a Ruler and 
dete erer of the Lſraelites, that Moſes (d) ſbewed 
St. NM eers and Signs in the Land of Egypt and in the 
; ſoalt ea. Here the Truth and Reality of Moſes's 


ine Authority is aſſerted, and the miraculous 
age thro? the Red Sea is atteſted, by one whom 
u acknowledge ſuperior to all Error. And the 
me infallible Speaker aſſures us ver. 38. that 
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20. il. 2. | | 
) Luke ii, 23724, 39. (0) Rom. iii. 2. 
( acts vi. 33. (d) Ib. 36. Ts 

* Moſes 


„ 
Moſes received from the Angel that ſpake unt“ 
the lively Oracles, which he gave unto the Pm 
ſo that you have his Teſtimony for the Djs 
Origin of the Jewiſh Law. Nay, that the Faber 
it ſelf was erected by an immediate Order of G 
.and by a Pattern. given from Heaven, we have 
clear Authority of the ſame St. Stephen, who! 
ver. 44. that he Tabernacle of Witneſs in the 
dierneſs was, as God had appointed, ſpeaking 1 
| + Moſes, that he ſbauld make it according to the Faſ 
that he bad ſeen (i. e. which was ſbew'd hi 
the Mount) With ſuch a Teſtimony as this, 
you will not eaſily reconcile what in your 
| mour of ſporting you ſay, p. 38. that I muy 
Y - Tieve if I pleaſe, that Moſes with all bis Wi 
|. _ was not able to direct the building a Chapel or 
| muafting a Candleſtick and Snuffers, but by Divine 
| ſpiration and after a Model given by God, 
© Upon a review of what I have ſaid in fa 
of theſe two Points, The literal Truth of the 
ſaic Story about the Creation and Fall of Man; 
the Divine Origin of the Jewiſh Law with the 
Anſpiration of its Founder Maſes; J am in | 
hopes that what has been offered may be ſ⸗ 
factory to your ſelf, and to the Readers, if 
of them had entertained gqualify'd Sentiments ab 
thoſe important Points. If I have in any pat 
my Argument imputed Sentiments to you, Wl 
ou really have not, I am very ready to do 
0 j uſtice, whenever you ſhall make it appear 
what you have ſaid (not only in Foſephus's Na vor, 
but in your own) did not neceſſarily lead m o 
believe that they ought to be imputed to ee 1 
However yau have it in your Power to vindiſſ 
your ſelf by a full and ſtrong, an open and ef of 
cite Account of your Thoughts on theſe Mat rip 
If I know my ſelf, I am far from being prepoſ of t 
quith ſenſeleſs Syſtems, and darken'd with Prejuoſl Lea 


4, - FM 3 

will any (I believe) that know me, rank me 

four Liſt of raſh and dogmatical Divines, eſpe - 

jy of mr amy 1k ones, in the opprobrious 
e 


Unto | 


Tabern e which you ſeem to intend by that Expreſſion. 
r of WM (whatever Appellations I run the Hazard of) 
have not ſubſcribe to a Belief, which you ſeem to 
who r, that ſuch Points as theſe are the weak Out- 
the Me Chriſtianity, which ought to be demoliſhed, 
king ing only for Shelter and Lodgment to the Ene. 
the Fall whence to batter it more effeftually, p. 3. Weak 
'd bin kong, they have a neceſſaty Connexion with 
this, Wſitianity, and cannot poſſibly be demoliſhed, 
your they may baſely be quitted ; but if they are 
Iny ed and given up to the Enemy, will they leſs 
Ni for bis Shelter and Lodgment? Will he not, 
1pel rin poſſeſſion of them, more effectually batter 
Divine lanity from ſuch Forks as are ſo cloſely join de 


k firm and natural Entrenchments ? If we are 
Woe by what is ſeen in War, we muſt de- 
ne quite otherwiſe than you do: For a skilful 
mander always takes care to defend his Ozt- 
while he can; and it is generally concluded, 


| in rhen they are given up or loſt, the Body of 
be (own is not likely to hold out long. But, 
rs, if al, Sir, where is the Juſtneſs of your Simi- 
ts a, ſince the Defence of Chriſtianity can ne- ' 
ny pai de compared with the Defence of a Town? 
du, v can give up nothing that we think a part of 
o do Religion: It is not left to aur Prudence or 
pear Ney, to our Skill or our Strength to make new 
s Na vors, or demoliſh old ones: Whatever the 
ead m of God has taught us is a part of the Body 

d to „ie Town, which we are truſted with the De- 
vindi of, not by Political Lying, not by the Falſe- 


of Quotation, but by Appeals to the Ho- 
eriptures of God, and by the honeſt Applica- 
i of thoſe Aids, which we borrow from hu- 
Learning. If you had thus defended = 

5 ide 


| L847 I 
fide which. you. took in this Diſpute, I0 1 
ave look'd _—_ our Controverſy. as a; me 

ference in J udgmont, as a free and ſerious a 

on both ſides,: But when at every Step 

i and ſtill find. you riſquoting the Wo 
15 the. the Senſe of e it ig 

my power nfeſs) to think you a, fax 

impartial Writer. Should you. 'thercforg 
more appear in publick upon this Sub c lad 


\?._ 2 


adyiſe you to examine Ring why Anthoritles s m 


fully, and to offer nothing which cannot howl 
be Getended. This wi uſtice to, Tak | 
the Publick; It will be Credit and Reg 

ur ſelf, for whoſe natural Abilities 1 havs ſq 
Efeem, and ſhould have more, were it not a 
by a View of Ada Application of wen lu 
Advice : I ihew how mach en, ] 
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